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Areopagitic influence and neoplatonic
(Plotinian) echoes in Photius’ Amphilochia:
question 180

Abstract: Focusing on one of the most representative works of Patriarch Photius,
the Amphilochia and precisely on the Question 180, the present study tries to ad-
vance our understanding of Photius’ thought and especially to investigate the
following important question, namely to what extent Patriarch Photius was in-
fluenced by neoplatonism and in which way. In this point lies exactly the contri-
bution of present study, to assess and evaluate the areopagitic and neoplatonic
(mostly Plotinian) elements in the thought of this great theological figure of the
Eastern Church. The analysis of this specific source from Amphilochia shows a
direct influence of the unknown writer of the areopagitic works on Photius
and an indirect transfer of neoplatonic elements (through Dionysius) to the phil-
osophical thinking of the famous Patriarch. So Dionysius Areopagites proves to
be the mediator between neoplatonic and Christian byzantine thought. Although
the mediation of Dionysios between Plotinus and Photius is undisputable, a di-
rect knowledge of the work of Plotinus from Photius cannot be excluded at all.
For, central ideas of the metaphysics of the One such as the idea of unity and the
apophatic method as a proper way for man to approach God are clearly found in
this specific passage of Amphilochia. This result is not only for Photius’ theolog-
ical system but also for the byzantine Theology and Philosophy in general of
great importance. So the study shows something, which was not very well dem-
onstrated so far: Photius’ extensive use not only of Aristoteles but also of Neo-
Platonism and through that: The continuity of the byzantine with the ancient
Greek thought.

Adresse: Dr. Theodoros Alexopoulos, Theologische Fakultdt Bern, Langassstr. 49, 3019 Bern,
Schweiz; theodoros.alexopoulos@theol.unibe.ch

Introduction

Patriarch Photius of Constantinople is one of the most important theologians of
the Eastern Church whose writings, especially in the area of trinitarian theology,
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exercised an enormous influence on later figures (e.g., Gregory of Cyprus, Greg-
ory Palamas, and Nilus Cabasilas). Photius’s most significant work, his system-
atic refutation of the Filioque in The Mystagogy of the Holy Spirit, constitutes the
backbone of orthodox criticism toward the theology of the procession as taught
by the Latin Church.

Various important studies have been published in recent years on the Filio-
que issue and on Photius’s contributions to the debate.* All of them have focused
on the problem of the procession of the Holy Spirit, stressing Photius’s theolog-
ical objections to the Filioque as it had come to be understood in the Frankish
West. Whereas the majority of these recent studies have centered on Photius’s tri-
nitarian theology, the recent book of Georgi KaPRIEV, “Philosophie in Byzanz”
(Wiirzburg 2005), attempted to highlight the influence of philosophical thought,
especially Platonism and Aristotelianism, on both Photius and Eastern Christian-
ity as a whole. For example, KAPRIEV examined Photius’s analysis of Aristotle’s
categories and Plato’s “Ideas,” offering an insight into Byzantine philosophical
thinking in the ninth century. However, I would argue that KAPRIEV’s work suf-
fers some significant shortcomings. First, he treats the relation of Photius to Pla-
tonism and Aristotelianism by focusing only on the issues of Platonic “Ideas”
and Aristotle’s categories, and then does so without providing a concrete and
thorough analysis of the sources. In fact, the footnotes contain neither references
to Platonic nor Aristotelian source-material, a fact which makes it impossible to
draw the comparison between Photius and Plotinus, and consequently to discern
the differences or similarities between Greek philosophy and Byzantine Theology
on several key issues (e. g., God as absolute Goodness, God as inapproachable by
human reason). Second, although KAPRIEV claims in the headline of Paragraph
4.2.5 that he treats the relation of Photius to Platonism and Aristotelianism, he
does not clarify if, and to what extent, Photius’ interpretation of Aristotle’s cat-
egories coincides with that of Plotinus. Kapriev provides us with no conclusions
about the position of Photius concerning the “Ousia” and the “pros ti” compared
with that of Plotinus, who considers Aristotele’s categories to belong strictly to
the sensible world. On the contrary, Plotinus considers the essence to belong

1 See the following studies: B. OBERDORFER, Filioque. Geschichte und Theologie eines 6ku-
menischen Problems. Forschungen zur systematischen und 6kumenischen Theologie, 96. Gottin-
gen 2001, 164-179; P. GEMEINHARDT, Die Filioque-Kontroverse zwischen Ost- und Westkirche
im Frithmittelalter. Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte, 82. Berlin 2002, 244—-298; TH. ALEXOPOU-
LoS, Der Ausgang des Thearchischen Geistes. Eine Untersuchung der Filioque-Frage anhand
Photius’ “Mystagogie des Hl. Geistes”, Konstantin Melitiniotes “Zwei Antirrhetici” und Augustins
“De Trinitate”. Gottingen 2009; A.E. SIECIENSKI, The Filioque: History of a Doctrinal Contro-
versy. Oxford 2010.
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to the intelligible and places it among the five megista Gene ([¢vn) of Plato’s So-
phistes. Third, KAPRIEV never tells us if, and to what extent, the fundamental
ideas of the Plotinian system (e.g., “Unity”, the apophatic way as the most ad-
equate way of approaching the divine, “the One”) are to be found in Photius’s
philosophical thinking.

My goal in this article is to explore this last important area by uncovering
and evaluating the Neoplatonic elements essential to Photius’s work. In my
view, this task is of great significance for two reasons. First, currently there exists
no study specifically dealing with the appropriation of Neoplatonic thought, and
especially that of Plotinus, in the work of Photius.? Second, in order to under-
stand Photius the theologian we must be aware of how he took advantage of
the ideas and concepts of classic antiquity in order to express the Christian mes-
sage, thereby bringing the two closer to each other. In this respect Photius is con-
sidered to be the true restorer of classical studies in Byzantium, a fact which
makes him differ radically from many other Byzantine scholars. Because of
the multifarious nature of the subject, I will restrict myself to the analysis of
“Question 180 in the Amphilochia, providing both a translation of the primary
text and an elucidation of the Neoplatonic as well the Areopagitic elements of
the passage.

This passage from the Amphilochia has not been chosen by accident. It is
provided to the reader because the Amphilochia occupies an important place
within Photius’s ceuvre. Along with the Myriobiblon, it constitutes a rich spring
of theological and philosophical knowledge, which complement one another.?
It is a synthesis, an anthology, including matters scientific, theological, meta-
physical, exegetical, and philosophical, all thoroughly treated, clearly showing
the erudition of the Patriarch.* The majority of the questions treated were written
during the period of the first exile (867—-872), a fact ascertained from the con-

2 This kind of investigation has already been successfully done in the field of Patristics,
especially with regard to the influence of Plotinus on Saint Gregory of Nyssa. See the Studies of
T. BoHM, Theoria - Unendlichkeit — Aufstieg. Philosophische Implikationen zu De Vita Moysis
von Gregor von Nyssa. Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae, 35. Leiden 1996, and of S.R.C.
LiLLA, Neuplatonisches Gedankengut in den Homilien {iber die Seligpreisungen Gregors von
Nyssa. Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae, 68. Leiden 2004.

3 J. HERGENROTHER, Photius Patriarch von Konstantinopel. Sein Leben, seine Schriften, und das
Griechische Schisma. Regensburg 1869, III 49.

4 Cf. Amph. Q. 240 (Photii Patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et Amphilochia, ed. L.G.
WESTERINK. Leipzig 1987, VI 21, 4-8): AV €k T@V mpolaBoviwy APES 60iwv Kal pakapiwy
avBp@v AaBag ovk OAlyag ouAeEpEVOL, Kal GG 1 TG Belag POTtiG EVHEVELR TIAPAOYELY UV OUK
armélwoev, TavTtog Eketvalg ouvanpavteg. See also HERGENROTHER, Photius (as footnote 3 above)
42.
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stant references of the Patriarch to the difficulties faced during that period, es-
pecially to the deficit of books and secretaries, as well as to the severity of his
persecution.’

The whole treatise is supposedly dedicated to the issues sent by the close
friend of Photius, Amphilochius of Iconium, who allegedly asked the Patriarch
to give answers to various questions. However, a more thorough examination
shows that not all the questions were initially addressed and sent to Amphilo-
chius, leading us to the conclusion that the correspondence between Photius
and his close friend might contain some fictitious elements.® Oftentimes this
genre of literary work, the “dedication” (i.e., writing a kind response to the re-
quest of a friend), was used in ancient Greek and Latin literature when the au-
thor wanted to show his modesty to his audience.” Oftentimes in this genre
someone from the author’s circle is chosen as the addressee with the intention
of honouring him/her or thanking him/her for a kindness.® In any case, this
form of writing gives a special style and character to the Amphilochia, which
rouses the reader’s interest.

The selected passage from Amphilochia has also been chosen with great
care. It is the first among several passages (Questions 180 —184 and 188-190)
in which Photius deals with subtle theological questions concerning the Trinity
and its ad extra activity towards creation. But why this passage in particular?
From the outset and throughout the text the reader is struck both by the abun-
dant use of neoplatonic-areopagitic terminology as well as the conceptual/phil-
osophical consistency on the major issues. For these reasons alone this passage
is, in my personal assessment, unique and worthy of consideration.

Before providing the translation of the text and going into its analysis, I be-
lieve that it would greatly benefit the reader to make a short reference to the spe-
cific Neoplatonic criteria according to which the Photian text is to be evaluated.
First of all is the notion of “unity.” Unity is the most fundamental condition of
being. It is conceived of as the condition sine qua non for the very reality of all
things. In Enneade VI 9, 1 the cornerstone of Plotinus’s philosophy of unity is
laid: “Every being both this one which is primary and in full sense being and
that one which is said to belong accidently among beings is existent through

5 Q. 78 (V 102, 10— 13 WESTERINK): T0U KapoD T0 BapdTatov Kai T@v Droypa@éwv To Gropov.
For further quotations see HERGENROTHER, ibid. 40.

6 Cf. HERGENROTHER, ibid. 40.

7 Cf. Amph. Prologus (IV 1, 1 -3 WESTERINK): Tfig 0T0U8fG 6ov TO YV alov Suownnbelg v orv
agiika pog méEpag ENBetY, g fAMoag, aitnotv. Kaitol moA& Ry, kol kpdTog eixev, & TRV éuRy
YVWUNV €KEBeV AvEoTENAEV.

8 Cf. H. GORGEMANNS, Widmung, Der Neue Pauly, 12/2 (2003), 508 -509.
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the One. For, what thing could be in existence, if it was not one. Deprived of
unity a being ceases no more to be what it is called.”® In other words, the fact
that something exists is grounded on the fact that it is one. When something
ceases to be one it ceases to exist.'® This fact further implies that it is impossible
to say what reality is, i.e., to define it, without considering it as a unity."* Con-
sequently, unity is the condition of predication and definition of being. Without
its character as a unity, being could not be defined at all, and what it is com-
pletely undefined neither is a concrete being, nor does it exist, nor can it be con-
ceived.”?

Unity appears as a necessary condition both for the predication and defini-
tion of the being, and for its value as an entity. Plotinus detects different degrees
of unity within beings — the greater the unity, the closer the proximity to the One
and the greater the value of the entity."* A being with a greater deal of unity
when compared to another is “more being” (u&AAov 6v).** Yet the unity of
every being is, after all, but particular and incomplete, since as a particular lim-
ited mode of coherence it only ‘shares’ in the One.

Moreover, unity is condition for multiplicity since multiplicity appears in its
existence to be a united multiplicity, a unified whole, which is structured from
the variety of its parts. Because of this fact it is contingent. Multiplicity, if it
does not become one, even though it consists of many elements, could not be
named as being.”® So the notion of multiplicity presupposes the notion of
unity in two ways: the unity of the whole of a multiplicity and the unity of
each of its parts.'®

9 Plotinus, Enn.VI 9, 1 (Plotini Opera III ed. P. HENRY / H.R. SCHWYZER. Oxford 1964 - 1982, III
271, 1-4: Havta Ta Gvta T@ &vi €0Tv Gvta, 6oa Te TPWTWG €0Tiv Gvta, kol Goa OMwoohv
Aéyetat v Toig ovol eivat. Ti yap dv kai €, &i pn &v ein; Eneinep dpaipedévra o &v & Aéyetat
oUK £0TIV EKEIVa.

10 Enn. VI 6, 1 (Il 171, 50-51 HENRY/SCHWYZER): o08ev yap Ov, 0 pn €v. See also Plato,
Parmenides, 166 C1: £v &l pr| £0Tv, 0VBEV £0TIV.

11 Cf. CH. D’ANCONA COSTA, Plotinus and later Platonic philosophers on the causality ofthe first
principle, in L.P. Gerson (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Plotinus. Cambridge 1996, 361.
12 ]. HALFWASSEN, Plotin und der Neuplatonismus. Miinchen 2004, 32 -33.

13 Cf. ]. BussaNIcH, Plotinus’s metaphysics oft he One, in: The Cambridge Companion to
Plotinus (as FOOTNOTE 11 above) 46, with reference to Enn. VI 2, 11 (Il 58, 14-15 HENRY/
SCHWYZER): GAN’ €071 ur| iTTOV OV Untdpyov frtov eivan &v. In respect to the degrees of being in
the thought of Plotinus see J. HALFWASSEN, Der Aufstieg zum Einen. Untersuchungen zu Platon
und Plotin. Beitrdge zur Altertumskunde, 9. Stuttgart 1992, 41-52.

14 Enn.VI 9, 1 (Il 272, 26 —28 HENRY/SCHWYZER).

15 Cf. Enn.V 3, 15 (II 228, 14— 15 HENRY/SCHWYZER): [f| yap £V yevopevov, ki £k ToAM@V i,
obnw €0ty 6V gimot Tig avTo.

16 HALFWASSEN, Plotin und der Neuplatonismus (as footnote 12 above) 33.



6 —— Byzantinische Zeitschrift Bd. 107/1, 2014: |. Abteilung DE GRUYTER

The character of unity inherent to every multiplicity as a whole consisting of
unities implies a radical transcendent principle, which must be conceived as out-
side all plurality and compositeness, as a pure unity.”” Pure unity means nega-
tion of any kind of definition, which could drag it into multiplicity and conse-
quently into a certain limitation. Pure unity means, above all, absolute
simplicity, implying total absence of every kind of distinction or division be-
tween the concrete thing and its definition. This means total absence f any onto-
logical structure and negation of every positive predication for it. Such a predi-
cation has a dual structure since it always says something about something and
thus, in that respect, cannot meet the absolute simplicity of the One. So the nec-
essary conclusion must be drawn - there can be no defining the One.*® This
leads us to Plotinus’ highest metaphysical axiom, namely that the One or
Good is ineffable. In fact,, Plotinus even appears to be hesitant about attributing
“Good,” “is” or even “One” to it because of his deep conviction that every kind of
human discourse, even negative language, remains unsatisfactory to describe it
in its nature.’ It is also no being, otherwise the predication “One” would be at-
tributed also to another thing. In reality, no name is proper for it; and if indeed
somebody must name it, he will fittingly name it in general the “One”, but not as
if it was firstly something else and afterwards the “One.”?°

17 Cf. Enn.V 4, 1 (I 234, 5-16 HENRY/SCHWYZER): A€l pév yap Tt mpd mavTwy vt dmAotv
TODTO Kol TAVTWY ETEPOV TV PET AVTO, £’ EAUTOD GV, 0V PEPLYHEVOV TOTG &IU aOTOD, Kol AV
£1epov TPOMOV TOiG dANOLG Tapetval Suvdpievoy, Bv Bvtwg év, ovx Etepov by, eita £, ka®’ ov
Pebidog kai TO £V elvat, o pr| Adyog pnde EmoThpn, 6 81 kai énékeva Aéyetal sivat Tig ovoiag —
el yap pr &mlodv éotat oupBhoewg EEw Taong Kal ouvBEsEwWS Kal BvTwg &v, oVK av Gpyn &in —
ADTOPKESTATOV TE TG ATAODV Elval Kol MPGHTOV AMAVTWV" ... TO 81| TowHToV EV pévov Sel eivat. —
There must be something simple before all things, and this must be other than all the things
which come after it, existing by itself, not mixed with the things which derive from it, and all the
same able to be present in a different way to these other things, being really one, and not a
different being and then one; it is false even to say that it is one, and there is “no concept or
knowledge” of it; it is indeed also said to be “beyond being.” For if it is not to be simple, outside
all coincidence and composition, it could not be a first principle; and it is the most self-
sufficient, because it is simple and the first of all ... A reality of this kind must be one alone
(Translation according to BUSSANICH, Plotinus’s metaphysics of the One, as footnote 13 above,
42).

18 Cf. HALFWASSEN, Plotin und der Neuplatonismus (as footnote 12 above) 44 —45.

19 Cf. F. SCHROEDER, Plotinus and language, in: The Cambridge Companion to Plotinus (as
FOOTNOTE 11 above), 336-337.

20 Enn. V19, 5 (III 279, 30-33 HENRY/SCHWYZER): TO 81 mpd tovTov Badpa t0d &v, 6 pr 6v
o, fva ) kad £vtadba kot &Aov T Ev, @ Gvopa pév katd dARBeLav oDSEV TPoaTikov, einep
82 8l Ovopdoat, KOs &v AexBEv TpoonKkdVTWS £v, ovx WG &Mo, elta £v.
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This exaltation of the apophatic method as the most adequate way of ap-
proaching God, while at the same time clearly implying a latent agnosticism
in the name of transcendence,? has greatly influenced so called Christian Pla-
tonism in the figure of Ps. Dionysius, who introduced the notion of supreme ab-
straction (Omepoyikn agaipeotg)® in order to outline the status of God beyond
being. But although the absolute transcendence of God is conceived by Diony-
sius in the same way as Plotinus in terms of denying being and affirming
God’s existence beyond being (ur 6v wg dong ovoiag énékeva),? the negation
of any kind of positive thought about God is not a priori excluded, especially in
relation to His beneficence, providence, and action towards creation.?* Because
of this fact, it is possible to make positive predications for God while at the same
time denying all positive notions in regards to Him stating that He is nothing
among beings.” The possibility of the kataphatic method when describing the
outwards action of God towards creation, balanced with the apophatic way, rad-
ically differentiates Christianity from Neoplatonism, which clearly gives priority
to the second.

After having made these clarifications and provided the reader with the
main criteria according to which the text is to be evaluated, I will first quote
the Photian text in Greek and then provide my own translation. The text is
drawn from the edition of L.G. WESTERINK, Photii Patriarchae Constantinopolita-
ni Epistulae et Amphilochia, vol. V, Leipzig 1986.

21 Cf. HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above) 114.

22 Cf. De Divinis Nominibus II 3, ed. B.R. SUCHLA. Patristische Texte und Studien, 33. Berlin
1990, 125,16.

23 Cf. Div. Nom. 11 (109, 16 SucHLA) and II 5 (128,17 —129,3 SUCHLA): ... Kal a0TOD £07TL TO
givat kai vk a0Tog ToD etvat ... Cf. Enn. VI 7, 38 (III 231, 1 HENRY/SCHWYZER): £07TL 8¢ 008 1O
“€otwv’; VI 7, 38 (I 232, 11 HENRY/SCHWYZER): oUK £07TL (SC. TO &v).

24 Cf. Div. Nom.V 2 (181, 815 SUCHLA): 0V yap £K@pGoat TV aUTOUMEPOVGLOV GyaBoTNTA ...
enayyéAetat (sc. 0 AOYOQ) ... GAAG TRV ékmepaopévny dyaBomolov mpdvolav, UMEPOXIKAS Aya-
00TNTA Kal vtV dyad@v aitiav Vel (What I say does not promise to express the goodness,
which in itself transcends being ... but praises the revealed well-doing providence as goodness
in a supreme manner and as cause of all goods); V 1 (180, 9-13 SucHLA): TooobTtov 8¢
DropvAowpey, ST T Adyw OKOMOG o THV UMEPOVCIOV ovaiav, 1| UMEPOVOING, EKQaively,
appnTov yap ToDTO Kol GyvwoTtov £0TL Kal TavTEADG AVEKPAVTOV Kal aUTHV VIEPAIpOV TNV
£vwaotv, GAAG TV 00o1oToL0V €ig Ta BvTa dvTa TAS BeapykFg ovatapyiag Tpdodov Luvijoal ( But
i will put also in mind that the purpose of my account is not to reveal that essence, which is
beyond being, for this is something beyond words, something unknown and wholly unrevealed,
something above unity itself. What i wish to do is to praise the being-grounding procession of
the absolute divine source of being into the total domain of being).

25 Cf. Div. Nom.V 8 (187, 12 SUCHLA) : 810 kai mavta avTod Kal Gua katnyopeitat, kal o0dev
£0TL TV TAVTWV.
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Text and translation

~

Nepi Beodoyiag nTApata 16 alTE

4 o
ApprTov pev 1o Beiov, womep kal GAnTov, 810TL N8’ 0Ty und’ Emvoloig PrAaig
TPoLPeESTNKOTA TIVA AXBEIV 8 MV 6 AdY0G MPoiwV TRV YV@oLV Kai KatdAnptv
ToD pakapiov ékeivov Kal &pOEykTov Tapdoyot Bedpotog dpprTov 8¢ Kol GAn-
nTov 6V, Ao TOV VOTEPWY OPWE, WOTEP GO TVOG TiG EKEBEV €l Kal GpLBPES
Gmowyfig £v aToig KaTovong Kot 8 adT@v v v Stavolav évateviley mpog
TO Guryavov £keivo KGANOG Tapaokevalovomg, Suvatov 0Tl Tvag Beompeneig
@avtaoiog eiodeEaadat. kad’ Ov yap Tpomov oi {OPw TOYET TEPIKEYUUEVW EYKOON-
HEVOL BPOXeldv Tva TV AALOKDV AKTIVWV Kol Gpudpav Adapmmdova mapadexov-
Tat, OVTWG Ol TQ CapKiw TEPIKEKAEIOPEVOL €K TAG Amavyfg €keivng Toh vonTob
AAlov &ig Evvolav Tva kal @avtaciav Beompenf] MOTEP &MO TVOG KATOTTPIKOD
Hr{avipaTog Tod Te O0ov Kal TG oLU{NTATEWS TKIOPAVELG GKTIVOG EAKOVTES,
avayeoBat Svavtat. Ov pev ovv Slac@let Adyov O fAog £V Tolg aioBnTolg, Tolow-
v &v miepl oD Beiov Suvartal T Evvolav Wg €€ eikdvog v Toig vonToig Sodval
Kal Aopeiv.

AMNAG yap kal €€ Armo@aoews TV GVTWV AMavTwy i Bewpiav dvayopeda Tiig
EENPNUEVNG TV GVTwV 0volag TE Kal BedTNTOG O Yap HndéV 0TV TOV TAVTWY,
KpETTOV 8¢ T0D TIAvTOG, TODT GV £l Bedg, OG PONYAYEV TE €K Uil OVTWV €ig TO
gival TO TV Kol TAG T@V MPONYHEVWY SLAOVAG Kal &Vappoviov KIVAoEWS TRV
TPOVOLAV EXEL

Kal 1po6 ye tovtwv, 6Tt £0TIV B0G, KO TR0V EYKATECTIOPTAL TG AvOpw-
nivaug Slavoiatg, Tig £keiBev adyfig wg 8 EpPacewv SlaviaTwong UGV TOV voDv
Kkal pwTtaywyovong, &l kai pr mPOG TO ibévar Ti MOTE doTiv BedG, GAN oLV ye PRy
Gyvoeiv 6timep OAwg ativ. el yap mAfjfog Gmav, eite TV Tob cuveyolg dvopa-
olav dexopevov, eite @ SlwpLopEVEW TEEPLYPaPOUVOV, OoTEp ig Grelpov Shvatal
TépveoBatl kal okedaleobal, oLTw Kal PO porv kol Sla@bopav dmogépeadal,
HETOXT] TMAVTWG £VOG Tvog £ENPON ToD ur TadTa Todelv avTika ToD TPOeNDETV,
GANG poviig dmoAavev kal ouvoyfig  HeToxfi 8 £vog, ob ToD kupiwg kal Vepov-
olov &vog, nel 008 TUNTA Kal okedaoTa 0VSE Ppeoviong &v OAwG einoav kol QOeL-
POHEVTG PUOEWG, GAN’ £vOg peToxfi 6 81 okiav Tig dpudpav eimwv Tob Kuplwg Kal
VMEPOVTIOL £VOG £yYUG GV elkaoiag YEVOLTO THG UNSEV AvaTumovpEVNG TOAUNPOV.
TolDTOV 8¢ £0TIV TO Mo’ AV v, 0L kai TO MATIBOg (omep elpnTal PETEXOV THN-
TOV pEV €0TV Kal 0KeSaoTOV Kal PevoTov, olnw 8¢ i MPoO6Bw GUVBIEPPUNKEY,
WoTep 0VBE BlaTETUNTAL TAVTH TOL Kal avTO TO AT oG, GoploTov Ov Kal Avel-
Beov T ye @UoeL TH] oikelgdl €xelvou Te meplopifeTal kol idomoleital’ TETPAG
Yap kal £mTag kai Sexdg kal Tplakag Tod map’ NUIv &vog eiov homep vBaApaTa
kal poBoAai, T0 TARBog Evonoloboat kai eidomotoioat kal meplopifovaa.
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Qoavtwg 8¢ kal €l TO VWPEVOVY Grav ovY £auTd £vol, GAAK Tfi EvOTNTL vw-
TaL, Kol a0TO Gpa Tfj T0D £VOG PETOXT TO FVWHEVOV EXel owTOpEVOV, EVOG 8 KAV-
TabBa 0V ToD Kuplwg Kal Vriepovaiov £vag, GAN Womep elpnTat ToD doAavovTog
TG €kelbev oKIBC.

"ET1 8¢ ei E0Ttv pév v Toig ovot AaBeiv TO &pxov kol T ApyOpevov, Kai avTo
8¢ 10 Gpyov TNV Tob dpyopévou TaE voduopevov, SijAov GTL TO Gpyov oVK Gv
€in kuplwg Gpyov, dia Tod Gpyxeobal kabapovpevov Tiig &pxfg el 8¢ ToTo, 0TIV
TIG DMEPAVWKIOPEVT Kai &vapyog dpxn, £€ NG TO &pxov THV dpudpav Tob eikdopa-
ToG SeLdpevov okIav TNV oxéotv eilkvoey kal TRV dvopaciav Tig &pxTS.

Kai GAMwg 8¢, womep €o0Tlv TEAeLTATOV TL AaPelv dpyopevov povov, ok
dpyov 8¢, oltwg €oTiv Gvabewpelv WG 0TV TIG DIIEPTATN Kal EEnpnuévn T@V
GM\wv amavtwv Gvapyog apxn, NG Gv €@appolovoa ein Tf vMEP vobv Kal
unep évvolav mioav BedTNTL Kal Beapyia.

Ei 8¢ éoTwv v Tfi TV GvTwv @UoeL Kal GyaBov eVpelv, pdAov 8¢ oAl kal
moiAa T& GyaBd (0 yap pr] dmoAavel Tvog Gya®otnTog, GAN €l Grpatov fKel
Kakiag, ovd’ VeeaTaval GAwg Svvatal” okedacBein yav v avTika kal Slapbapein,
emsp 1 @Bopd kal 6 okeSaopOG TOD KakoD), 8ijAov wg 0TV T& psv u&AAov, T &
nTToV petéxovta tayadod. i 8¢ £0Tv & pév paMov, T& 8¢ fTTOV pETEXOVTA
Tdyabol, ovk GpiBolov oV OTL AMO TAV PETAOKOVTWY KATA MPWTNV f| KATX
Bevtépav 1 kal katT GAANV Tva TGEV GyaBivetar TG peTaapBavovta’ TavTa
8’ BpWG LIEPAVWKITUEVNG TIVOG &yaBOTNTOG XOpPNYig Kal droAavoet TRV To dyo-
00D &v £auToig xapv @épel. i 8¢ TobTo, 0TIV TI§ Gpa LriepdyaBog GyaoTng, €€
NS Toig dyaBuvopévolg i Tod AyaBvveoBal katd dvahoyiav T@V Sexopévwy
TapéxeTal dwped.

Ek Tolvuv T@V ipnuévwy @avepdy éoTv Suvatov eivat Bswpiov Bnpdoai
Tva, 8Tt Te £0Ttv Bedg, Kai 0UTOG VMEPOVTIoV £V Kol VIEpApXLog Gpxr Kai me-
payaBog &yaboTNnG g Tnyn GyaBoTtnTog. Kai GAMwv & omep VEoAUGTWY
TVOV Kal elkaopatwy, kabamep €& apxiig elprtat, Suvapévwy Gno TV LOTEPWY
napaAn@6iival, SU MV 0TV gig TO GUYAVOV EKEIVOV Kal AVEKPPAOTOV KAAAOG
Tfig Umepovaiov kal VTEPPLODG BedTNTOG EvaTteviley, pGAoTA Ve Kal OTL pnde
XOAETOV B1d Tiig mpoelpnpévng pebddou tolalita CUAAEYELY, TIPOG YE TV TIOPOD-
oav Xpeiav Kol TV ovvéxouaav fUES TOV TIOYPaPEWV Epnuiav kal Tv BBAlwv
TV aiypoAwoiav ikava oot kal TodTa.

Theological questions, to the same recipient
The deity is as well as incomprehensible, because one cannot by bare reasoning

even grasp any pre-existing things whereby the mind by advancing might pro-
vide us with knowledge and understanding of that blessed and unutterable vi-
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sion. But though it is ineffable and incomprehensible, yet it is possible from the
posterior things, as from some radiance, however dim, from that source descend-
ing on them, and by them preparing our mind to gaze upon that unattainable
beauty, to receive some notions worthy of God. In the same way that those
who sit enshrouded in deep darkness receive some slight and dim illumination
from the sun’s rays, those enclosed in the flesh may, by drawing shadowy rays
from their desire and (through) joint inquiry, as from some reflective device,
be led up by that ray of the intelligible sun to a concept and thought worthy
of God. The position, which the sun keeps permantly among perceptible things,
a concept of this kind could be given and received of the Deity among intelligible
things, as by way of an image.

On the other hand, by the negation of all beings we are led up to the under-
standing of the essence and godhead which surpasses beings. For what is not
one of all the beings, but is superior to the universe, that is God, who both
brought forth the universe from not being to being, and exercises providence
over the preservation and harmonious movement of what he brought forth.

Even prior to that, the existence of God is implanted generally in the minds
of all men, the ray from that source raising up and illuminating our mind as by
representations, even though not so as to know what God might be, yet not so as
to be unaware that he exists at all. For everything which constitutes a great
quantity or number (a plurality), whether it is described as continuous or circum-
scribed by what defines it, can be as it were infinitely divided and fragmented,
and thus swept to dissolution and destruction, by participation in a certain unity
it is surely lifted up so as not to suffer these things as soon as it appears, but
enjoys permanence and continuity. Participation in unity however is not partic-
ipation in the absolute and transcendent One, since they would be neither divis-
ible or capable of fragmentation nor would they at all be of a nature liable to
dissolution and destruction; rather it is participation in a unity which, if one
called it a dim shadow of the absolute and transcendent One, one might be
near to a speculation that does not represent something rash. Such is the
unity we are considering, where the participating plurality, as we have said, is
liable to division, fragmentation and dissolution, but is not dissolved at its com-
ing forth, as it is not divided up. In this way the plurality itself, while indefinite
and formless in its proper nature, is defined and given form by that (unity); four,
seven, ten and thirty are namely a kind of form and extension of the one we are
dealing with, giving unity, form and definition to the plurality.

Likewise every united thing does not unite itself, but is united by the unity,
and what is united is preserved by participation in the one; here again, it means
participation, not in the absolute and transcendent One, but as we have said, it
enjoys the shadow coming from it.
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Further, it is possible to find among beings that which is origin and that
which has an origin, and the origin itself is subject to the role of having been
originated, then plainly what originates is not the absolute origin, since having
been originated is (immediately) deposed of (its rank) being an origin. But if so,
there is an Origin which resides above and is without origin, from which the ori-
gin that receives the dimly outlined shadow derives the status and title of origin.

Yet again, as it is possible to find something (among beings) in the lowest
order, that only has an origin but is no origin so it is possible to conceive that
there is some principle superior and beyond all other things, a principle without
principle which would be applicable to the Deity and to divine origin which tran-
scends mind and every thought.

If it is possible in the nature of beings also to find good, or rather many and
varied goods (for what enjoys no goodness, but has reached undiluted evil, can-
not exist at all; it would immediately be fragmented and destroyed, if indeed evil
means destruction and fragmentation) — then plainly some things participate
more, other less in the good. But if there are some that participate more, others
less, in the good, then there can be no doubt that among those participating,
those receiving the good in first, second and third degree, all receive the gift
of good in themselves by the provision and enjoyment of some Goodness
which dwells above. If so, then there is some supreme Goodness, which is be-
yond Goodness by which the gift of goodness is provided freely to those receiv-
ing goodness in due order.

From what has been said it is clearly possible to seek for some idea that God
exists, and that he is the transcendent One and Origin beyond Origin, supremely
good, the Good as fountain of goodness; because other (mental) images and
comparisons, as was said at the beginning, being able to drawn from posterior
things, whereby it is possible to gaze upon that unattainable and indescribable
beauty of the transcendent and supreme Deity, may these remarks are enough for
you especially since it is not very difficult to compile such things using the same
method, given the present necessity and the constraint we suffer through the ab-
sence of secretaries and the lack of access to books.

Analysis

Already at the beginning of his treatment, with the questions on “Theology,”
Photius clarifies the status of the divine, stressing its ineffable and incomprehen-
sible nature, a view which is widely seen not only in the writings of Plotinus,?®
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but also in the Areopagitic works*” and those of Saint Gregory of Nyssa.?® He also
emphasizes the fact that human nature does not contain the capacity of under-
standing the precise being of God by means of pure reasoning (£mwoiaug
Pi\aic).?® The question that is immediately raised is: If God is absolutely un-
knowable and ineffable, how we can talk about him, form concepts, or enunciate
propositions about His nature? Photius sees no way for men to approach God un-
less he gives indications of His presence. For this reason he points out that al-
though God is ineffable and inconceivable, he gives us signs from the things
he has made, as from some radiance, however dim, so that we may form
some kind of concept of Him and contemplate His unspeakable and extraordina-
ry beauty (qurxavov kaAAog).>° Here, the reader encounters the expression €k
TV VoTEPwV. A very similar expression is also found in Plotinus namely that

26 “Gppnrov Ti GAnBeia” Cf. Enn.V 3,13 (I1 225, 1 HENRY/SCHWYZER); V 5,6 (II 246, 24 HENRY/
SCHWYZER); VI9, (Il 277, 11-12 HENRY/SCHWYZER); VI 9, 5 (Il 279, 31—32 HENRY/SCHWY-
ZER): 008&V Gvopa katd GAnBelav avtd (sc. “Ev) mpooiikov. On this adjective see J. WHITAKER,
‘AppnTog Kal AkatovopaoTog, in: Platonismus und Christentum, Festschrift fiir H. Dorrie. JbAC
Ergdnzungsband, 1. Miinster 1983, 303-306 [= IDEM, Studies in Platonism and Patristic
Thought. London 1984, XII]. With regard to incomprehensibility: “o0 prv a0to Aéyopev ... ovde
vonow éyopev avtod”. Cf. Enn. V 3,14 (11 227, 2 -3 HENRY/SCHWYZER).

27 Cf. Div. Nom. XIII 3 (229,16 Suchla): Gppnrtog @vog; ibid. I 1 (109, 15): dvwvupio; 1 5
(116, 5): GxAnTtov kai vmepwvupov; 1 6 (118,2): dvwvupov. Further Div. Nom. I 2 (110, 8), IX 3
(211, 5): amepidnmtov; I 5 (116, 2): dAnmtogs VII 1 (194, 3): dkatdAnmtov.

28 Cf. In canticum canticorum 3, ed. H. LANGERBECK. Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 6. Leiden 1960,
85, 16: &ppntog euatg; Eun. 111/V 60, ed. W. JAEGER. Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 2. Leiden 1960, 182,
13 -14: Gppnrov Te Kal Gveppnvevtov; Eun. (182,2 JAEGER): dkatovopaotov; Eun. (182,17
JAEGER): dvek@wvntov; Eun. 1 683 (GNO, 1. 222, 22-25 JAEGER): G@paoTov Te Kai Gvek-
@WVNTOV Kol TTaong Tiig 81d Adywv onpaciag avwtepov, £v Gvopa yvwploTkov Tig idlag éxovta
QUOEWG, TO POVOV AVTOV DEp Tty eival Gvopa; Cf. also Cant. 3 (Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 6. 89,18
LANGERBECK): GAnmtov; Cant. 6 (Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 6. 182,17); Cant. 1 (Gregorii Nysseni
Opera, 6. 37,3): dkataAnmtov; De Virginitate 10, ed. J. P. CAVARNOS. Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 8/1.
Leiden 1952, 288, 21: 10 kai Adyw Gppntov Kal Vorpatt GKatdAnmtov.

29 In respect to the notion of Epinoia see: T. KoBUSCH, Die Epinoia — das menschliche Be-
wusstsein in der antiken Philosophie, in L. Karfikova/S. Douglas/J. Zachuber, ed., Gregory of
Nyssa Contra Eunomium II. Proceedings of the 10th international Colloquium on Gregory of
Nyss. Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae, 82. Olomouc, September 15-18, 2004) 3-20; B.
STUDER, Der theologiegeschichtliche Hintergrund der Epinoiai-Lehre Gregors von Nyssa,
ibid. 21-49; CH. APOSTOLOPOULOS, Die Rolle der Epinoia nach Eunomius und Gregor und die
theologisch-philosophischen Hintergriinde, ibid. 239-245; E. MouTsopouLos, Epinoia et
imaginaire chez Grégoire de Nysse, ibid. 363-375, and J. Demetracopoulos, Glossogony or
epistemology? The stoic character of Basil of Caesarea’s and Eunomius’ epistemological notion
of énivowa and its misinterpretation by Gregory of Nyssa, ibid. 387 -397.

30 Cf. Plato, Politeia VI 509A6; Plotinus, Enn.V 5, 3 (I 242, 8 HENRY/SCHWYZER); Greg. Nyss.,
De Virginitate. 10, ed. ]J.P. CAVARNOS. Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 8/1. Leiden 1952, 290, 4-5.
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of £k T@v VoTepov. Both formulations, although they are not verbally identical,
are based on the same reasoning and intend to emphasize that everything that is
said about God derives from that which comes after Him: T pév ovv eival, G
Aéyopev €xeivo eival, ¢k TV pet’ avtd.3! [The being, whatever we say about
it, that it exists, derives from that which comes after it. That means that the con-
tent of every speech about God derives not from God Himself, but from things
that come from Him:*? (ote mept ahTod pev Aéyewv, avTo 8¢ pry Aéyewv. Kal yap
Aéyopev, O pr oTv' O 8¢ €0y, oV Aéyopev’ WOTE €K T@V VoTEPOV TIEPL OTOD
Aéyopev. [So, we speak about it (the One), but we do not declare it itself.
And indeed we say what it is not; but what it (really) is, we do not say; so we
speak about it from that which comes after it].

Every speech about the divine may discuss it, but never disclose it,** for in
its transcendent nature it is absolutely unspeakable, unknowable, and incom-
prehensible.* God may become the object of our discussion, but this discussion
is very limited as long as it is conducted from the perspective of beings: 'Ex t@v
GVTWV AmavTwv evappoviwg vpvettal kal ovopdletar.® This line of thinking is
dominant in Dionysius as well. Dionysius teaches us that God is praised and
named appropriately by the sum total of beings, making clear that affirmative
theology and praise are possible. In this they indicate not what God really is,
but rather something of God that is knowable.”” This possibility of naming
God and forming concepts about Him is neither contingent nor arbitrary. It is
a product of the restricted perceptive and spiritual faculties of human beings
who experience God’s extroversion, his opening towards the world by extending
his goodness.?® This extroversion reveals a firm, transcendent beam, granting en-
lightenment proportionate to each being.>®> Human beings are only able to form

31 Enn.VI 8, 11 (IIl 254, 7 -8 HENRY/SCHWYZER).

32 G. HUBER, Das Sein und das Absolute. Studien zur Geschichte der ontologischen Problematik
in der spatantiken Philosophie. Basel 1955, 81.

33 Enn.V 3, 14 (Il 227, 6 -8 HENRY/SCHWYZER).

34 SCHROEDER, Plotinus and language (as footnote 19 above) 349.

35 V3, 14 (I1 227, 1 -3 HENRY/SCHWYZER): "H Aéyopev pév Tt epl aTod, oV prv avTto Aéyopey
0V8E yv@oty oV vonowv €xopev avTob.

36 Div. Nom. 1 7 (120, 7-8 SucHLA); ibid. I 5 (117,13 SUCHLA): €K MAVTWV TOV QITIHTGOV
VDUV TEOV.

37 Cf. Ep.1(ed. A.M. RITTER, in PTS 36, Berlin 1991, 156, 8 - 157, 1): Kai a0TOV £wpokev, GAG
TLT@V AUTOD TV BVTWV KAl YIVWOKOUEVWV.

38 Cf. Div. Nom. IV 1 (143, 12— 144, 1 SUCHLA): TayaB0V WG 00oL®8eg &yabov eig mavta T dvta
Slatetvel Ty ayadotnTa.

39 Cf. Div. Nom. 12 (110, 11-13 SUCHLA): O0 prv &xowvwvnTtov €0ty kaBoAov TayaBov ovdevi
TOV GVvTwv, GAN’ €@’ £auTod HOVIHWS TRV DTEPOVOIOV I8pDoav AKTIVA TAIg £EKAOTOV TV OVTWV
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concepts and allowed to propose names of God on the basis of this enlighten-
ment. God can only be approached if God himself takes the initiative to extend
himself to beings. This Areopagitic position coincides totally with the views of
Photius, who says that it is possible to form concepts, notions, and names
that can fittingly be ascribed to God only from a dim enlightenment that
comes down to us. Exactly the same view is to be found in later Neoplatonism
(e.g., in Proclus), who probably inspired the work of Dionysius. From this self-
sharing that comes down to us, says Proclus, we ascribe to God a variety of
names such as the Good and the One.*® That is to say: Every name we ascribe
to God is an interpretation of his action towards us. His action ad extra gives
us the spur to speak about Him. In this context we should also not forget Pho-
tius’s and Dionysius’s indebtedness to the Cappadocian Church fathers vis-a-vis
the condescension and descent (&mavyfig... katiovong) of the divine to the realm
of beings, which occurs without loss of transcendence (a concept shared by both
Dionysius and Photius). This view is to be found in Basil of Caesarea’s famous
formulation: ‘Hpeig 8¢ €k pev TV &vepyel@v yvwpilewv Aéyopev Tov Bedv
UV, Tf 8¢ ovoig aTii TPooeyyilewy oy VmoxvoUpeda. Al PV yap €vépyelal
avTod PO NG KataBaivovaty, 1| 8¢ ovoia adTod pével dmpoottog.* (“We do
indeed say that we know our God from his operations-energies, but we are not
enabled to draw near the essence itself; for, while his energies come down to
us, his essence abides inaccessible”).

The second basic element that demonstrates the essential connection be-
tween Photius and Plotinian-Areopagitic thought refers to the path of negation
that re-charts the ascent of finite beings that seek to return to their single source
and origin through an inherent and creaturely impulse. More specifically, it re-
flects the movement of human thought from diversity to simplicity, from partic-
ipation to presence, from limitation to transcendence, from the manifold towards
unity, with the intention of contemplating (eig fewpiav) the essence and deity
which is beyond all beings.** In the speculation of Plotinus, the absolute tran-

avaloyorg EAGppeoty dyoBompen@g Emu@aivetat ... See also C. SCHAFER, Philosophy of Dio-
nysius the Areopagite. An introduction to the structure and the content of the treatise on the
Divine Names. Philosophia antiqua, 99. Leiden/Boston 2006, 67 —68.

40 In Platonis theologiam 11 9, ed. H.D. Saffrey / L.G. Westerink. Paris 1974, 60, 23 —25: T0 pév
ovv £V kal TO dyaBov &k TG eig Gmavta Td GvTa kaBnKovoNg G’ avToD 860Ewg £ GUTO
petnyopev. On this issue see also TH. ALEXOPOULOS, Inwieweit ist die Synthese zwischen
Neuplatonismus und Christentum in der philosophisch-theologischen Position des Dionysius
Areopagita gelungen? Jahrbuch fiir Religionsphilosophie 8 (2009) 119-138.

41 Ep. 234 (to Amphilochius of Iconium), PG 32, 869B.

42 Cf. F. O'ROURKE, Pseudo-Dionysius and the metaphysics of Aquinas. Studien und Texte zur
Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 32. Leiden 1992, 15-16.
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scendence of the One is conceived of as the denial of every name of God. The
clear priority of the path of negation can clearly be seen in the constant incita-
tion of Plotinus: dgele mavta*® [remove — take away every (name) from the One].
This statement emphasizes the transcendence of everything through the nega-
tion of everything.** Plotinus insists on adding nothing to the One, as this
would otherwise create the danger of being double.”” Every addition to the
One erases its absolute simplicity.*® Even the name of “the One,” which we as-
cribe to it, has a negative character, for it is simply the negation in respect to plu-
rality.*” The way of negation has a concrete goal — to lift the One from the sphere
of beings. This is why negation stands above all else. While affirmative expres-
sions designate the One by means of definitions applied to beings, the negative
one reveals its supremacy over the beings.*®

Based on the prior apophatic tradition of the church fathers, and influenced
by Neoplatonic views, Dionysius attaches great significance to the method of
apophasis (yet without neglecting the value of kataphatic speech!). Therefore
he states: “We do not even attribute the name of Goodness to it as appropriate;
but with a desire* to think and speak of its ineffable nature we consecrate to it
the most sacred of names. Here we are in agreement with those who proclaim
God; but since we leave the truth of the matter far behind, they also have chosen
the ascent through negation.”® “Negations concerning divine things are true

43 Enn.V 3, 17 (II 233, 38 HENRY/SCHWYZER).

44 HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above) 97.

45 Cf. Enn.V 5, 4 (II 243, 8 — 10 HENRY/SCHWYZER): Xpi} Totvuv évaiifa g&at mpdg v, kai pndev
avT® Tt TpooBeival, GANG oTRval TavTEA®S 8edLoTa ahTOD oo Tatioat UndE ToLA&KLOTOV Pnde
€l 800 TPoeABEiv. See also Enn. VI 8, 21 (111 269, 24— 28 HENRY/SCHWYZER) and Proclus, Theol.
Plat. 11 10 (63, 13-16 SAFFREY/WESTERINK): Kal G péVewy Eml TV Gmo@Aoewy TPOONKEL TQ)
[AGtwvi Teopévoug Kal Pndev T@ évi TpooTBEVTaS 6 Yap Gv Tpoabfig EAaTTolg TO &v, Kal ovY
£v aUTO Aowmov amogaivelg GAG miemovBog To Ev.

46 Cf. Proclus, Theol. Plat. 11 2 (23, 9—12 SAFFREY/WESTERINK): £0Ttv Gpa TO T@V GVTwv
amvtwv oftiov vEp ovoiav MEoAV Kol XwPLoTOV &rdong ovoiag, kai obte ovoiav obTe TpPo-
0OMKnV TV ovaiav £xov: | Yap TolavTn Tpdodeots EAGTTWOIG €0TL TG GMAGTNTOG Kal ToD &v. (It
is thus the cause of all being, above any being and completely separate from any being; It
contains being not as being and not as addition. For such an addition is a reduction of simplicity
and unity). Plotinus gives great emphasis to the simplicity of the One: See Enn.V 3, 13 (Il 227,
34 HENRY/SCHWYZER): 1O &mAovotoatov; V 3, 16 (II 230, 16 HENRY/SCHWYZER): TO OVTWG
arAobv; V 3, 11 (I 223, 27 HENRY/SCHWYZER): TO TGvtn GrAoDv.

47 Cf. Enn.V 5, 6 (Il 246,26 HENRY/SCHWYZER): Gpotv €Xel TIpOG T TTOAAQL

48 Cf. HUBER, Sein (as footnote 33 above) 84.

49 Cf. Photius, Amph. 180 (V 232,13 WESTERINK): ToD Te m000v Kkal TG OuiNTATEWS.

50 Div. Nom. XIII 3 (229,15-230,2 Suchla): Kai 008¢ avtd 10 TAG GyaBoTNTOG WG EPOp-
polovteg aOTR TPOoWEPOpEY, GANG OB TOD VOEV Tt Kal Aéyewv mepl TG GPPATOL PVOEWS
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(GAnBeig), but affirmations are unsuitable (&vappoarol) for the hidden nature of
the ineffable... Therefore we may celebrate the divine realities with true nega-
tions.”** Dionysius goes one step further than the prior tradition of the church
fathers when he follows the Plotinian concept of the One and declares the inad-
equacy even of negation to express the supremacy of God. Applying even nega-
tive attributes to God is an activity of the human intellect. But God is beyond rea-
son and consequently beyond affirmation and negation as functions of reason.
So we must choose to transcend rational thought, which implies apophatic
speech as well. God’s absolute transcendence defies even the apophatic path,
a principle affirmed by Dionysius when he denies his denials: “There is no
speaking of it, (sc. the divine) neither name nor knowledge of it. Darkness
and light, error and truth — it is none of these. It is beyond assertion and denial.
We make assertions and denials of what is next to it, but never of it, for it is both
beyond every assertion being the perfect and unique cause of all things, and, by
virtue of its preeminently simple and absolute nature, free of every limitation,
beyond every limitation; it is also beyond every denial.”* The most appropriate
way to express moving beyond the bounds of both kataphasis and apophasis is
thus the way of the “Theology of Supremacy” or of “Transcending” (Umepoyikn
dpaipeotg).”® This kind of aphaeresis states the hyper-having, namely the having
something in excessive measure. It connotes a sense of complete separation or
total removal of positive properties (that are attributed to God as being their
cause) such as knowledge, motion, life etc. from God interpreting these removed
properties hyperochically (in a sense of overflowing superabundance) rather
than privatively.>* To name God as Umepovolov, Vrepdyabov, VIEPAYVWOTOV
etc. is to remove these names (in their non hyper-prefixed form) from God in a

€KelvNG TO TAV OVOPATWY OEMTOTATOV QUTH TPWTWG APLEPODEV. Kal GUHPWVATOEY GV KAV
TOUTW TOIG BE0AGYOLG, TiiG 8 TWV MpaypdTwv GAndelag dmoAewpBnodpeda. Ao kal avTol TV Si&
TOV Gmo@aoewv &Gvodov TPOTETIUAKAOLY ... Trans. from O’ROURKE, Pseudo-Dionysius (as foot-
note 43 above) 16.

51 Cf. CHII 3 (ed. G. HE1L, in PTS 36, Berlin 1991, 13, 1-2); I 5 (ibid.16, 4).

52 De mystica theologia 5 (150, 3 -9 RITTER): o0Te AOyog a0Tiig £0Ttv 0 TE Gvopa oD Te YVROLG
oUTe 0KOTOG £0TIV OUTE PG 0UTE TAGVN 0UTE GANBeta’ olite €oTlv avTig kaBOAov Béatg, olite
APALPEDLS, GAN T@V PET aUTHV TAG BECELG Kal TAG APAPETEL TIOODVTEG VTNV OUTE TIBEpPEV
oUte &patpodpey” £mel kal ViEp maoav O£V £0Tiv 1 TavTeARG Kal Eviaia TOV TAVTWVY Kal VTP
TRV APaipeaty 1 Viepoxn ToD TAVTWY GMADG GroAeAupévon Kal énékeva T@v dAwv. Trans.
from J. FISCHER, The theology of dissimilarity: negation in Pseudo-Dionysius. Journal of Religion
81 (2001) 534.

53 See footnote 22.

54 See T. KNEPPER, Not not: the method and logic of Dionysian negation. American Catholic
Philosophical Quarterly 82/4 (2008) 619-637, 635—636.
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hyperochic manner. Toremove hyperochically is therefore to equate not-property
with hyper-property. To remove hyperochically is to remove apophatically.>
Such kind of speech merely attempts to point out that God in his absolute tran-
scendence is totally independent of His subsequents and superior to them as
their cause.

Photius unswervingly maintains this line of reasoning concerning the abso-
lute supra-essentiality (Drepovotdtng) of God through negations. He emphatical-
ly stresses the point when he designates the deity as something that “is nothing
of all things” (un8év €01 T@V MavTtwv).*® This expression has Photius most prob-
ably drawn from Dionysios Areopagites.”” Here we should point out that this ex-
pression is abundantly used by the later neoplatonists Proclus and Damascius,
on whom the Dionysian author is more likely to have drawn than on Plotinus.
Irrespective of this fact one should focus on the conceptual concistency of the
byzantine Theology of the ninth century with the views of the early Neoplaton-
ism. For, Plotinus also conceives of the One as the supreme cause transcendent
in respect to its participants, subsisting apart from them and prior in respect to
them. The One is totally transcendent, regardless of its universal presence that
results from its causality (o08ev T@V mMAvtwv, GAAG PO TOV TGvTwV).*® In re-
gards to negative expression, this does not mean that the One does not exist
at all or that it is nothing. Instead, negative expression is indicative of the su-
premacy of the One (Umepoyfig onpavtikov).” Without a clear definition, it not
only shows clearly that the One can neither be defined nor named, but also
that it is beyond any definition and any name.*°

The fourth and the fifth elements are to be found between the lines 233, 25—
45 in the text of the critical edition, and refer to the notions of multiplicity and
unity. According to Photius, multiplicity has the following basic characteristics:

1) It is confined within certain limits (T® SlwpPIOPEVW TIEPLYPAPOUEVOV).

55 See ibid., 636.

56 Cf. Amph. 180 (V, 232, 18-19).

57 Cf. Div. Nom.V 8 (187,13 SUCHLA): 810 kal tvTta a0 ToD dpa Katnyopeital Kal o08ev €01t TV
TAVTWV.

58 Enn. 1II 8, 9 (PO I, 374, 53 —54 HENRY/SCHWYZER). See also V 1, 7 (Il 196,19 HENRY/
SCHWYZER); pundev twv navtwv; V 3, 13 (II 226, 4 HENRY/SCHWYZER): 0UTE TL TOV AVTWV; V 4, 2
(IT 237, 40-41 HENRY/SCHWYZER): Tipo mévtwv. See C. COSTA, Plotinus and later Platonic
philosophers on the causality of the first principle, in: The Cambridge Companion to Plotinus (as
note 11 above), 362. For further quotations see HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above)
176. In respect to this issue see also: W. Beierwaltes, Proklos Grundiige seiner Metaphysik
(Frankfurt 1979) 348 -357.

59 So Proclus In Parm. 1110, 6. Cf. HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above) 176.

60 Cf. HALFWASSEN, ibid. 175.
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2) It can be divided, scattered, and consequently be led to destruction (tun-
TOV, OKESRATOV, PEVGTOV... OUTW Kal TIPOG TNV POopav drogépeodat). This possi-
bility implies the radical ontological deficiency of its nature.

3) Unity is its basic condition. By participating in it, multiplicity can main-
tain its coherence (cuvoyr) and thus remain in existence.

4) Multiplicity partakes of unity, but not of what exists primarily and is su-
praessential. Such unity it is beyond participation and beyond any kind of nu-
meration. The unity of which the multiplicity partakes is a faint shadow (o1&
TG Gpudpa) of the primary unity, which transcends being (tod kupiwg kal Ure-
pouaiov £vog).

All these elements can be better understood and evaluated if they are exam-
ined in light of Plotinus’ thinking. For Plotinus, multiplicity is characterized by
fundamental ontological deficiency:** A&l pév yap ikavawtatov 6v Gmavtwv Kal
ADTAPKEOTATOV Kai GvevBeéoTatov eival’ mav 8¢ moAD kol pr| £v £vBegg &k ToA-
A@V yevopevov. Asital obv avTod 1 ovoia &v elvar’ TO 8¢ o Seital éovTtod’
avTo yap €ott. Kail priv moAA& 6v Togovutwv Seital, oa £0Tl, Kal EKaaTov T@V
&V aUT® peTa TV GAAwV OV Kal ovk &€’ autod €vBetg TV GAAWV imé(pxov
Kal ka®’ €v kal Kata TO OAOV TO TOOUTOV €VBeEC T[O(pS)(STO(l Einep ovv 8ei Tt
QUTAPKESTATOV etval, TO £V elval 8l ToloDTOV OV POVOV 0lOV PATE TPOG aUTO
prTe mPOG GAAO €vBegg eval.®? [For, It (sc. the One) must be the most entire of
all things and most self-sufficient and least in need; all that is plural and not
one is needy since it became (one) from many. So its essence needs the one in
order to be unity. On the other side, the One does not need himself, for it is
what it is. Indeed, being many, it needs just as much as it is, and being each
of the things in it along with the other things, and not being of itself in need
of the others, it provides both individually and all together such as is needed.
If therefore something needs to be self-sufficient, it must be the One, being
only such as is in want neither in itself nor in relation to another].

Plotinus draws our attention to the inherent deficiency of every multiplicity
in two ways: 1) Multiplicity needs the presence of its instances in order to be
what it is, namely, a whole that consists of smaller parts. 2) Each of these
parts does not possess independent existence; these parts do not simply coexist,
but each stands in need of the existence of all other parts and has its being only
within the whole.®® The nature of multiplicity is thus deeply dependent on a cer-

61 Cf. K.H. VOLKMANN-SCHLUCK, Plotin als Interpret der Ontologie Platos. Philosophische Ab-
handlungen, 10. Frankfurt 1966, 71.

62 Enn.VI 9, 6 (III 280,17 —281,26 HENRY/SCHWYZER).

63 Cf. VOLKMANN-SCHLUCK, Plotin (as footnote 62 above) 71-72. See also HALFWASSEN, Auf-
stieg (as footnote 13 above) 69.
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tain unity. Without this unity it loses its coherence and cannot continue to exist.
This fact itself completely implies its ontological deficiency. Furthermore, it im-
plies the existence of a totally self-sufficient and independent principle from
which stems every being. This must be only the absolute One, for it contains
in itself no kind of multiplicity and its existence depends on nothing else except
itself.% In full contradiction to the absolute unity of the One, the Manifold ap-
pears to be ontologically lacking, for it is dependent on unity, namely on the
unity of its parts. Unity is therefore considered to be the main condition for
being. But how are the ideas of a “manifold unity” and that of the supra-essen-
tial “One” connected? Plotinus clarifies this question by observing the reality of
beings. Every being exists only through the One.* “For, nothing is existent that is
not one.”*® This means that the essence of being is founded on its being-in-unity.
Being only exists as long as it is one, and the fact that it exists is based on the
fact that it is one.*” If every being did not participate in the unity, that is to say, it
was not one, it would not exist at all; it would disappear from being. So every
being is what it is only through this, namely, that it is one. It owes its essential
property of being to its character as unity.®® However, the being is not by itself
one, but only through participation;® it has the character of a posterior, and
not of an absolute and primary unity.”® It bears in it the image, i.e., the trace,
of the transcendent One (&yaApa fj {xvog tob £vog).”* Through its nature it pro-
vides an indication for the One, it is similar (6potov)” to the One, it is manifes-
tation of the One, but it is not the One itself, for it is not absolute unity.” It is
only a faint shadow of the supra-essential One. The One must be itself (as abso-
lute simple One) without any relation, existing only for itself if It is to be man-

64 Ibid. 1992, 70 with reference to Enn. VI 9, 6 (III 281, 24 —30 HENRY/SCHWYZER).

65 Cf. Enn. V1 9,1 (Il 271, 1 HENRY/SCHWYZER): TTGvVTQ T& VT TQ) €Vl £0TIV GvTaL.

66 Enn.VI 6,1 (IIl 171, 5051 HENRY/SCHWYZER): 008V yap v, O ur| év.

67 HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above) 38.

68 Ibid. 39 with reference to HUBER, Sein (as footnote 33 above) 43.

69 Cf. Amph. (V 233, 42 WESTERINK): PETOX]| ... &vOG. Cf. Enn. V 5, 4 (Il 242,3 HENRY/
SCHWYZER): oA 6vta petoxf] €vog év. Cf. also Dion. Areop., Div. Nom. XIII 2 (227, 7-8
Suchla): o08ev yap £0TtL TOV GVTWV GUETOXOV TOD EVOG,.

70 Cf. Plato Soph. 245a; Parm. 157c, 158a. Cf. HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above)
40.

71 Enn. 111 8, 11 (I 376,19 HENRY/SCHWYZER): {xvog ToD dyabod; see also V 5, 10 (I 251,2
HENRY/SCHWYZER); V 1, 6 (Il 193, 14 HENRY/SCHWYZER): GyoApa TO TPOTOV.

72 Enn.V 6, 3 (Il 259, 9 HENRY/SCHWYZER).

73 Cf. HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above) 1992, 77.
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ifested in something else. There is no unum coadunatum without the Unum su-
perexaltatum.”™

This important view becomes clearer when Photius provides us with the ex-
ample of number. What is number? It is a multiplicity consisting of unities, or a
composition of unities.”” Every numeral unity is an image, i.e., a projection, of
the transcendent One.”® While the unity is the beginning of every number (in
every number the unity is the constructive element), the transcendent One can-
not be considered as a numerable (£v&piBpov), as the principle of every number.
If it would be a numerable principle, then any additional unique definition
would immediately cause a duality, of which every part would be only one,
but not the absolutely simple One.”” For as the parts of the duality both should
be posterior to the simple One, a fact that would carry the consequence that the
simple and first One, by Its entry into the duality, would be transformed into
something that was originated or derived and consequently no longer the simple
One.” The absolutely simple One is thus not commensurable with any number. It
belongs neither to the arithmetic sequence nor to any process of numeration or
calculation.” Accordingly, the One cannot be added to another one or to any
other number, for It is beyond any notion of number. In the last chapter of De
Divinis Nominibus, Dionysius will point out, in full accordance with the view
of Plotinus, that the supra-essential One defines being-as-one (v 6v) and
every number as well, and that It itself is principle, cause, number and order
of the number and of every being.®® It is before every one (mpd mavTtog £vog)
and beyond the one-being (kai Unep avTO TO €V Gv).5

74 Ibid. 1992, 77: &v petd 1@V GMwv and £v avTo Ka® £auTO.

75 Cf. Amph. Q. 180 (V 233, 38— 40 WESTERINK).

76 Cf. Amph. Q. 180 (V 233, 39 — 40 WESTERINK).

77 Cf. Enn.V 5, 4 (11 243, 20— 25 HENRY/SCHWYZER): Entel kai 1| €V 701G ToD 110000 GptBpod mpog
TO &v TIV GpXTV ATV GITOUHOVHEVH TV £V TOIG TIPOTEPOLS GPLOROTS YUOLG TIPOG TO GVTwG v
oUk &vahiokovoa TO &v 008E keppatilovoa TRV LNOoTAOY €Xel, GAAG Suddog yevopévng £oTl
Hovag 1 PO TAG Suddog, kal ovy 1 &V TR SuadL Hovag Ekateépa o8 ETEpa EKelvN.

78 Cf. D. ROLOFF, Plotin. Die Grof3schrift III 8 — V, 8 — V, 5 — II 9. Untersuchungen zur antiken
Literatur und Geschichte, 8. Berlin 1970, 109.

79 Ibid. 109-110. See Enn. V 5, 4 (II 243 8- 16 HENRY/SCHWYZER): Xpi] Toivuv £vtadOa d&at
npog &v, kal pndev avt® £t mpooBeival, GAAG oTiivat TavteA@g 8edildTa atod dmooTaTioal
HNd¢ TovAdytoTov pnde eig Vo mpoeAdelv. Ei 68 un, £oyeg 800, 0UK v 0iG TO &v, A dppw
Votepa. OV yop BéAel pet GAAov olTe &vog olTe OmMocOVODV GUVOPIBHEITBaL 008’ BAwg
ApLOPETodaL’ HETPOV YOP oTO Kal 00 HETPOVEVOV, Kal Toig GANoLG 8 0UK (oov, tva UV avTolg &l
8¢ pn, xowov Tt €otal £ abTOD Kal TV GUVAPIOHOVHEVWY, KAKEIVO TIpO avToD” Bel 8¢ pndév.
80 Cf. Div. Nom. XIII 3 (229, 3 -5 SUCHLA).

81 Cf. Div. Nom. XIII 3 (228, 21-229, 1 SUCHLA).
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The next important element that can be drawn from this passage refers to
the notion of Arché. By observing beings, Photius postulates a relation between
something that is origin and something that is originated (&pyov «al
apyopevov).# This distinction within beings provides us with an indication of
the existence of a supreme and transcendent cause, free from all finitude of
Being (Umeptatn kal EEnpnpévn andvtwv),®* whose nature transcends the limi-
tations that define how we conceive things. Photius characterizes this as unori-
ginated origin (&vapyog &pxn).2* The adjective é&npnuévn® is widely used in the
Areopagitic works, including the use of the so-called via superlativa with respect
to the notion of Arché. God is a principle beyond principle (Unepapytog dpyn),% a
principle that transcends being (bmepovotog dpxn).*” As mentioned before, the
prefix Umép actually has a negative meaning and it is used to overcome oppo-
sites, such as Arché and Telos. If every name ascribed to God is predicated by
transference of human notions, from the creatures to the Creator, and if nothing
from these names we attribute to God is worthy of Him because of the limited
character of human language, then anything predicated of Him can be set

82 Cf. Amph. Q. 180 (V, 233, 45 WESTERINK).

83 Cf. Amph. Q. 180 (V 233, 52 WESTERINK).

84 Cf. Amph. Q. 180 (V 233,53 WESTERINK).

85 Cf. Div. Nom. I 2 (110, 6 SucHLA); I 4 (115,12 SucHLA); CH III 2 (19,8 HEIL); CH IV 8 (100,
25 HEIL).

86 Cf. Div. Nom. 13 (112, 3 SucHLA); XI 6 (222, 15 SucHLA); CH VII 4 (32, 11 HEIL); IX 1 (PTS 36,
36, 7 Heil); X 1 (40, 10 HEIL); Ep. 2 (158, 8 RITTER).

87 Cf. Div. Nom. XI 6 (222,8 Suchla); CH VIII 2 (34,12 HEIL); IX 2 (36, 17 HEIL); XIV (50,11
HEIL).
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forth as an example - i.e., it has the function of metaphor.?® Thus God is called
Essence or Arché, but strictly speaking He is neither Essence nor Arché. He is
called by these Names from the horizon, from the perspective of beings. This
means that the notions of Arché or cause are usable and predicable only with
the reservation and caution that they are true “from us,” i.e., from our point
of view, since they simply express the relation of the Other towards God and
not God Himself.?* “For God himself is related to nothing, but everything else
is related to Him.”® God also remains beyond any notion of causality and is
completely transcendent. This view is expressed by Neoplatonism with a variety
of phrases that deny any notion of “principle of being” for the One. So the One is
called 10 mpo Gpxfg,”* mpoaitiov,” dvartiwg aitiov,” vmep aitiov.*

By the time one finishes Photius’ passage, the reader is struck by the full co-
incidence of his views with those of the Platonic-Areopagitic tradition in respect
to the notion of evil. This tradition insists on God’s utter Goodness. As undivided
Goodness, He cannot even be the source of any evil in what He creates.” This
tenet prevails in Photian thought, in which we can recognize many Areopagitic
elements, especially from Dionysius’ treatise On the Divine Names.

88 Cf. M.T. TomasIc, The Logical Function of Metaphor and Oppositional Coincidence in the
Pseudo-Dionysius and Johannes Scottus Eriugena. Journal of Religion 68 (1988) 361—-376: 367.
89 Cf. W. BEIERWALTES, Denken des Einen. Studien zur neuplatonischen Philosophie und ihrer
Wirkungsgeschichte. Frankfurt 1985, 42. See also IDEM, Identitdt and Differenz. Philosophische
Abhandlungen, 40. Frankfurt 1972, 136 — 138. See HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above)
108.

90 Enn.1119,9 (1381, 2 -3 HENRY/SCHWYZER): Tiepi 00BEV Y&p aTO TO TP@TOV, T& GAAG 8E Tepl
a0Td. See HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above) 108.

91 Cf. Enn.V 5. 9 (Il 250, 7 — 8 HENRY/SCHWYZER).

92 Cf. Proclus, In Parm. 1210, 11; Theol. Plat. 11 9, 59, 24 (SAFFREY/ WESTERINK).

93 Cf. Proclus, Theol. Plat. 11 9, 58, 24 (SAFFREY/WESTERINK).

94 Cf. Proclus, In Parm. 1123,37; ibid. 1124, 22 -26: mavta yap wg avtod (sc. Tod £vog) mpog
avTO 810 TOVTWV KMOPACKOUEVA ... OVBE Yap Gpyr|, kKaBamep eimopev, 008 péoov, ovdE TéAOG.
See HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above) 109.

95 Cf. Plato, Politeia 279ab: “But this very thing, the patterns or norms of right speech about the
gods, what would they be? — Something like this, I said. — The true quality of God we must
always surely attribute to him whether we compose in epic, melic, or tragic verse. — We must. —
And is not God of course good in reality and always to be spoken of as such? — Certainly. - But
further, no good thing is harmful, is it? — I think not. — Can what is not harmful harm? — By no
means. — Can that which does not harm do any evil? — Not that either. — But that which does no
evil would not be cause of any evil either? — How could it? — Once more, is the good beneficent?
— Yes. — It is the cause, then, of welfare? — Yes. — Then the good is not the cause of all things, but
of things that are well it the cause: of things that are ill it is blameless. — Entirely so”, etc. Trans.
by SCHAFER, Philosophy (see footnote 40 above) 133.
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In the text in question we recognize conceptual as well verbal coincidences,
such as the concept that the nature of evil is to disperse and destroy the sub-
stance of things:

Photius

0 yap pny amolavet Tvog ayaBoTNTOG, GAN’ €lg drpaTov HKel kKakiag 008 LEeoTAVAL GAWG

Shvatat okedaobein yap Gv adtika kal da@dapein, einep i Oopa kal 6 okedaopog TOD
~ 96

KokoD.

What enjoys no goodness, but has reached undiluted evil, cannot exist at all; it would im-
mediately be fragmented and destroyed, if indeed evil means destruction and fragmenta-
tion.

Dionysius

To kakdv, 1| KakOv, ovdepiav ovolav f| YEVEDLV TOLET, POVOV 8 KakVVeL Kal QBElpeL... TV
TV 6VTwv LdoTaoWY.”

Evil qua evil produces no being or generation, but only corrupts and destroys... the being of
things that are.

DYoL Yop T@ Gyod® TO mapdyewv kol owlew, T@ 8¢ kakd TO @Oeipev kal dmoAvew.”®
It is the nature of the good to produce and preserve, that of evil to destroy and dissolve.
TO yap mavtn dpotpov Tod dyabod, olite &v Toig ovoty Eotal®®

What is entirely without participation in the good would also not exist.

The second idea, which inevitably draws our attention, is that of being lacking
goodness, which is considered to be unable to preserve its existence within
the being and finally as non-being. As non-being, it is characterized as evil
both by Photius and Dionysius. Both ascribe to it a parasitic existence, which
they define as “parhypostasis,”*®® a bare “by-being”, i.e., something which is
not a principal hypostasis existing on its own and for its own sake, but depend-
ent upon the existence of other things, namely, of the good.'®* In reality, evil is

96 Amph. Q. 180 (V, 233, 36 —38 WESTERINK).

97 Div. Nom. IV 20 (164, 22—165, 2 SUCHLA).

98 Div. Nom. IV 19 (163, 11—12 SUCHLA).

99 Div. Nom. IV 23 (170, 24—171, 1 SUCHLA).

100 Cf. Div. Nom. 1V 20. 27 (167,16; 174,1 SucHLA); Amph. Q. 294 (VI/1 84, 20—-21 WEST-
ERINK): | Kokia YDpav ok €xel, AN Tfj GpeTf] mapupioTatal.

101 Cf. SCHAFER, Philosophy (see footnote 40 above) 139 with reference to J. OPSOMER/C.
STEEL, Evil without a cause: Proclus’ doctrine on the origin of evil, and its antecedents in
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acknowledged as a privation of goodness, a falling short of goodness, a lessen-
ing of good (fTtovog dyabod mapovoia)'®? and, in a moral sense, a weakness, a
deficiency and a lack (EA\enpig) of the perfection of the inherent virtues (¢pnuia
TG T@V oikelwv &yadO@V TeAeldTNTOC). *® According to Photius, the less someone
practices the virtues and thus neglects good deeds, the more he falls into the
worst things, i.e., he gives more space to the evil.'® That means that the status
of evil is purely accidental, it depends only on free will, which enables beings to
choose and accomplish their way of perfection, while it also enables these same
beings rationally freely to deny (the prospect of) characteristic perfection with
which their proper nature provides them.!*

Regardless of its accidental existence, evil remains a reality in the world
with a strong effect on the behaviour of beings. It is noteworthy that despite
the destructive nature of evil acknowledged by both Christian and Platonic writ-
ers, somehow a positive, even pedagogical, aspect is also detected in it. More
precisely, it is through the experience of evil that the good becomes more
clear and apparent to us. In this point the conceptual coincidence between Pho-
tius and Plotinus is more than astonishing:

oo T G8KIO IOV SlapaPTUPOPEVT Kal KNPOTTOVGA THV SIKALOGVVIY aTOD EVEQAVIOEV, GAN’
6v Tpomov elpnTat TV &yaoTnTa 81 TG Kokiag Eppaveotépav kabioTacdar.’*

IV@oLg yap évapyeoTtepa TayaBod 1 Tob kakod TEipa oig 1 Suvapg dobeveatepa, 1 MoTe
EMOTNUN TO KAKOV TIPO Telpag yvavar.'”

The third important element concerns the idea of proportionality (Gvaloyia) in
the participation of Goodness. All beings do not participate in the same way
or to the same degree in the Good, a fact that determines the quality of their re-
lation to God:

Hellenic philosophy, in Th. Fuhrer/M. Erler (eds.), Zur Rezeption der hellenistischen Philoso-
phie in der Spétantike. Stuttgart/Leipzig 1999, 229 -260: 246.

102 Cf. Div. Nom. 1V 20 (167,13 SUCHLA).

103 Cf. Div. Nom. IV 24 (172,16. 19-20 SUCHLA).

104 Cf. Amph. Q. 8 (IV, 42, 46 — 49 WESTERINK): GAN’ 008E TOV MPATTOVTA TV GPETHY, EMEISAV
TV TV €IMKPVEIG TPATTY, GVEVEPYNTOV AVTOV IPOG TV Kakiav eivat, dpeAfoavta 8 TV KaADY
Epywv Tpog T xelpova katevexdival, oOSEelG Gv SlapLopnTnoeL.

105 SCHAFER, Philosophy (see footnote 40 above) 147 with reference to Dionysius.

106 Amph. Q. 67 (V, 64, 47 —49 WESTERINK).

107 Enn. 1V 8, 7 (Il 175, 15-16 HENRY/SCHWYZER).
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To yap névtn Gpotpov Tod dyaBod olTe Hv 0UTE €V TOIG 0VaL, TO 8E MIKTOV SLi TO &yabov év
~ 5 \ \ ~ > ~ 3 ’” o ~ 3 ~ 7 ~ \

TOIG OVOL KAl KATA TODTO £V TOIG 0VaL Kal 6v, ka®® 6oov Tob dyabod petéxel. MaGAov 8¢ T&

GVTa MAVTA KaTd ToooUTOV £0Tat pdAAOV Kal NTToV, KaO’ Goov Tod dyabdod petéxel.*®

For that which totally lacks a share in the Good has neither being nor a place in existence,
whereas that which has a composite nature owes whatever place it has among beings to the
Good, and its place among them and the extent of its being are directly proportionate to the
share it has of the Good. In other words, all beings will have a different degree of being
according to their share in the Good).**®

Analogy safeguards the hierarchy and the order within the class of beings: Ei yap
pr| GvaAdYwg £KAOTw TyaBbv mapfiv, v v Ta BetdTata kai TpeofiTata THY TV
goxatwv éxovra TaEw. TIg 8¢ kal v SuVATOV HOVOEIBMG TMAVTA PETEXELY TOD
ayabod, pr mavta 6vta TaOTOC €i¢ TNV OAKNV avToD péBetv éruthdeln;
[For, if the Good was not present to each being according to their measure,
then the most divine and honored (beings) would have belonged to the lowest.
But how could it be possible for all beings to participate uniformly in the Good,
since they are not all in the same way suitable for full participation in the Good].

The concept of analogy** embraces the whole of creaturely being, declaring
the ordained degree of participation in God, the degree of proximity to Him. This
is merely a process any being has to go through in order to reach its fulfillment.
Here too Dionysius and Photius are indebted to their predecessors, especially
Gregory of Nyssa.'? They are indebted to him and also to Plotinus for the idea
that God is the inexhaustible source (mnyn)** of Goodness, who grants

108 Div. Nom. 1V 20 (167, 16 — 19 Suchla). Cf. Photius Amph. (V 233, 59 — 234,62 WESTERINK).
109 Translated by SCHAFER, Philosophy (see footnote 40 above) 137. See also IDEM, Unde
malum. Die Frage nach dem Woher des Bosen bei Plotin, Augustinus und Dionysius. Wiirzburg
2002.

110 Div. Nom. VI 20 (166, 1—4 SUCHLA).

111 In respect to the notion of analogy in Dionysius Areopagites see: A. GOLITZIN, Et introibo ad
altare dei. The mystagogy of Dionysius Areopagita, with special reference to its predecessors in
the eastern Christian tradition. Analekta Blatadon, 59. Thessalonike 1994, 86— 88.

112 Cf. De hominis opificio, PG 44, 161C: katd TRV 0TV avahoyiav; ibid. 161D: dvaAoywg fi
Tob 6vtwg kGAAovg kowwvia SiéEelol. See also De infantibus praemature abreptis, ed. H.
HORNER. Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 111/2. Leiden 1987, 80, 22 —23: yv@®01G KATA TO £yXwPOUV £0TIV
T petovoio; ibid. (84, 15-21): oi 81 TAG &peTiig &v T® TAdE Plw TAG Puxdg OpEPAVTES ... TTPOG
Aoyov Tiig évumapyovong anTolg Eewg Te kal Suvapews TG Beiag TpLERG petoAqpovtal, i
TIAELOVOG | ENGTTOVOG KATA TRV TIAPODORV EKAOTOU SUVOHLY TOV TIPOKEWEVWY HETEXOVTEG.

113 Cf. Greg. Nyss., De Beatitudinibus 1, ed. . F. Callahan. Gregorii Nysseni Opera, V1I/2. Leiden 1992,
80, 14; Plotinus, Enn. III 8,10 (I 374,5 HENRY/SCHWYZER); VI 9, 9 (IIl 285, 1-2 HENRY/SCHWY-
ZER).
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(xopnyeiv — mapéxew)™ his gifts (Swped)™ to beings so that they may become
good.

This last idea clearly shows a strong tendency of the Christian and Neopla-
tonic traditions to conceive of God, not as a reality totally separated from his
products, but rather as extroversive, extending His Goodness to creatures com-
mensurate with their capacity or incapacity to grasp Him. Although ineffable
and inconceivable, we should still be allowed to name Him to the best of our
ability (or inability) according to His meaning for us.'*® But how can this be pos-
sible? This possibility is based on the clear signs (cOpBoAx) and traces (ixvn)* of
His presence that God gives us, not in order to show us what He is, but rather to
prevent ignorance of His existence.’® The Neoplatonic-Areopagitic echoes are
more than recognizable and give clear evidence of the essential unity and coher-
ence between Eastern Christianity and ancient Greek thought."*® This is all the
more true for Byzantine thought.

If it can be demonstrated that Neoplatonism is connected both to early Chris-
tianity and to early Byzantine thought on several important issues, it can legit-
imately be asked how Photius would have turned this inherited tradition to
his advantage. One could also ask whether Photius impoverishes, transcends,
or amplifies the ideas of his predecessors. What are the broader implications
of these connections for Photius’s and later neoplatonic thought?

114 Amph. (V 234, 63. 66 WESTERINK). Cf. Greg. Nyss., Beat. 3 (104,25 CALLAHAN): TO TI&0L TOIG
0001 TO EvaL niapeyOpevov. Plotinus, Enn. IV 8,6 (I1 174, 19 — 20 HENRY/SCHWYZER): T0D Té0L TO
ayaBov ... xopnyodvtog; VI 9, 9 (III 287, 49 - 50 HENRY/SCHWYZER): 6 xopnyog GAnowiig {wiig.
115 Amph. (234, 66). Cf. Dion. Areop., Div. Nom. XI 6 (223, 6—8 Suchla): avtooya®oTtnTa kol
avToBedTNTA AéyovTeg elvat TRV dyaBomotdv kai Oeomotov £k Beod mpoeAnAvbuiav Swpedv Kai
aUTOKGANOG TNV KaAAomotdv xUatv.

116 SCHAFER, Philosophy (see footnote 40 above) 69 with reference to Dion. Areop. and Plo-
tinus. Cf. Div. Nom. VII 3 (198, 4—7 SUCHLA): Kal £0Ttv aUTOD Kal vonotg kat Adyog kat Emotiun
Kal €maen kal ofodnoig kai 86&a kal @avtaoia kai Gvopa kal T& GAAa TGvTa, Kol OUTE VOELTaL
oUte Aéyetan obte Ovopdletat. — Of him, there is concept, reason, understanding, touch, per-
ception, opinion, imagination, name, and many other things. On the other hand he cannot be
understood, words cannot contain him, and no name can lay hold of him. - Enn. V 5, 6 (246,
24-25 HENRY/SCHWYZER): &AM MET§ Toig fpetépalg wdiow dmopolpe 6 L xpn Aéyewv, kal
Aéyopev mept oV PprTod, kal OVOUALopEV onpaively EauTolg OENOVTES, WG Suvaueba.

117 Cf. Amph. 181 (V 235,19 WESTERINK) Cf. also Greg. Nyss., Cant. 1 (37,1 LANGERBECK);
Eun. II 145 (267,27 JAEGER); Plotinus, Enn.V 5,5 (Il 245, 13 — 14 HENRY/SCHWYZER); III 8,1 (I
376, 19 - 23 HENRY/SCHWYZER); Proclus Plat. Theol. I1 8 56, 17 — 20 (SAFFREY/ WESTERINK): iAol
yap €véomelpey O TV GAwV alTiog TG £auTod TavTeAODG UMEPOXTG oUVBNHATA, Kal Sl TOUTWV
miepl EauToV 18puoe Td MAVTA, Kal TIAPETTIV APPNTWG TEOWY A’ GAwV EENPNHEVOC.

118 Cf. Amph. Q. 180 (V, 232, 24233, 1 WESTERINK).

119 Cf. HALFWASSEN, Plotin und der Neuplatonismus (as footnote 12 above) 166.
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I shall attempt to address these questions one by one, specifically emphasiz-
ing those points that are worthy of consideration.

In respect to the naming of God, we can now read Photius not only in con-
tinuity with the Cappadocian fathers, but also fully within the Neo-Platonic tra-
dition received via Dionysius. More precisely, it can be demonstrated that Pho-
tius transcended the Cappadocian model of ascribing equal value to both
Apophasis and Kataphasis'?® by adopting the Neo-Platonic way of radical apo-
phatism and transcendental negation (Omepoyikn Gpaipeotg). In keeping with
the Dionysian tradition, this great Byzantine thinker declares with greater em-
phasis than the Cappadocians that the path of approaching God transcends
both negation and affirmation, while simultaneously considering God as beyond
any opposition. Unlike the Cappadocians, who consider God (in interpretation of
Exodus 3:14) as the real being (6vtwg 6v),*** Photius, in full conformity with Di-
onysius,'® seems to assign an important role to Apophasis in defining God as
beyond being (Uriepovoiov). By virtue of this definition Photius clearly denies
that it is possible for created being to define the essence of God, displaying a
conceptual concsistency with Plotinus. However, the Patriarch also tries to main-
tain a certain balance between the two ways of approaching God, namely be-
tween Apophasis and Kataphasis, by teaching on the outgoing processions of
the divine in a manner analogous to the Cappadocians and Dionysius on the en-
ergies.

Influenced by Plotinus and Dionysius, Photius appears to adopt the strict
notion of unity as the main property of being. The One is supremely intimate
with everything because nothing exists except by virtue of some sort of unity.
Lack of unity automatically means lack of existence. In this respect Photius
seems to amplify what he inherited from the Cappadocians’s cosmology on
the main characteristics of beings — contingency, qualitative change, and limita-
tion in time. According to Gregory of Nyssa, created being stands in need of an-

120 In this context one must point out that Gregory of Nazianzus gives a certain priority to
kataphatic way of naming God than to apophatic. See Oratio 28,9, ed. P. GALLAY. SC, 250. Paris
1978, 118-120.

121 Cf. Greg. Nyss., De Vita Moysis Il 23, ed. H. MUSURILLO. Gregorii Nysseni Opera, VII/1.
Leiden 1964, 40, 8. This view has great affinity with the Plotinian conception of Nous and is
equivalent to the second Hypothesis of Platos’ Parmenides according to LiLLA, Neuplatonisches
Gedankengut (as footnote 2 above) 94.

122 One can easily detect the difference between Gregory of Nyssa and Dionysius with respect
to the relarion between God and Being, if he compares their equivalent citations: 10 né&ot T0ig
0001 TO Eval TIOPEXOHEVOV, aUTO 8¢ del Ov. Greg. Nyss., Beat. (Gregorii Nysseni Opera, V11/2, 104,
25-26); aitiov pév Tob eival o, avtd 8¢ pry 3v. Dion. Areop., Div. Nom. I 1 (109, 15-16).
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other (mpoodeég or £vde£c),"” which means that in order to maintain its exis-
tence it must partake of the real being. This participation keeps it alive in
both a moral and spiritual sense.’ In addition, created being is subject to
change and alteration, since its very existence is due to a change, i.e., the tran-
sition from non-being into being.’* Although mutability is primarily envisaged
as a negative (i.e., as an imperfection that makes the creature differ from its Cre-
ator), it can also be a vaulting-horse for the constant and limitless growth and
progress towards the Good.'?® The third characteristic of created being is its lim-
itation in time. It is stretched out within a certain dimensional extension (8ixotn-
patikij Tt mepataoet) and is defined by a beginning and an end.*””

Did Photius adopt the Apophatic Theology and Henologie of Neoplatonism
to any significant degree? If so, this certainly does not occur at the expense of the
patristic view that God is eminently ‘personal’ in His nature. According to the un-
derstanding of Plotinus, the absolute One is not self-giving, even if it is causative,
because it is thoroughly impersonal. Everything somehow derives from the One,
yet the One gives nothing of itself. In Photius these traces of a latent Agnosticism

123 Cf. De Vita Moysis 11 25 (40, 18. 23 MUSURILLO).

124 Cf. De infantibus praemature abreptis (79, 11— 13 HORNER): 1} petovoia tod 6vtwg 6vtog
ToD el pEVoVTog Kai del MoGUTWG £XOVTOG, £V TO eivat PUAGGTEL TOV peThoxovTa. See also De
Vita Moysis 11 25 (40, 19).

125 Cf. De hominis opificio 16, PG 44, 184CD: ayTr ydp 1 £k ToD Py vtog eig 10 eivau mépodog,
kivnoig TG éoT1, kai dAAoiwotg ToD P BvTOG €ig TO eivat katd TO Bgiov BoVANUA HEBIGTAPEVOU ...
10 814 KkTioewg yeyevnuévov &’ GANOLWOEWS TOD Elvat fPEATO Kai GUYYEVS TIPOS TV TOLAUTNY
£YeL TpOTV.

126 Cf. In canticum canticorum VI (174, 1-13 LANGERBECK): 1| 810 kTioewg mapoyBeioa €ig
YEVEOWV TIpOG TO TP@TOV ofTiov del PAEmeL TV Bvtwv Kal Tf) peTovsig ToD Vmepexovtog Bid
TOVTOG €V T@) &yab® cuvTnpeital Kal TPOMoV Tva MGvToTe KTiletar S1d TG év Toig dyadoig
EMOVENOEWS TIPOG TO KETlOV GANOLOVPEVT, WG UNBE TEPaG EvBewpPEiobat PndE Opw T TV TPAg
10 KpetrTov abinoty abTig meptypdpesdat, AN elvat TavToTe TO Gel mapdy dyadov, kv &t
pooTa péya Te kai TéAelov eivan 8ok, apyv Tod Umepkelpévou kat peifovog — The other that
has been brought into being by creation, it constantly looks towards the First Cause of beings,
and is preserved in goodness by participation of the transcendent Being. Thus, in a certain
sense, it is constantly being created, ever changing for the better in its growth in perfection, so
that here too no limit can be found, nor its progressive growth can be limited by any term, but its
present state of perfection, no matter how great and perfect it may seem, is always merely the
beginning of a greater and superior stage.

127 Cf. Greg. Nyss., Eun. 578 (I, 395, 311 JAEGER): GAAG piv T& OTIO KATGAPLV HHETEPAV
£pYOHEVA TOLADTA 0TV, WOTE TIAVTWG 1| £V BlaoTnuoTKf TVt T[(Xp(XT(XO'El Bewpelobatl T& Gvta i
TomKoD YWPHHATOG TAPEXEV TV Evvolay, €V @ Ta ka®’ EkaoTov eival katahapBavetal, 1 i
KATQ TRV GpYNV Kal T0 TENOG TEPLypa@f] €VTOg ylvetal TG MUETEPAG EMOPews Emiong Kod’
£kdepov TEPAG TQ pr GVTL iEPLypa@OpEvaL.
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in the name of radical transcendency?® are not recognizable. The Patriarch ap-

pears here to be attached to the tradition of the Church Fathers, who see in God,
beside the essence, another aspect — the energeia or energies, which are nothing
less than God’s providential outgoings towards the creatures. Photius speaks
very clearly of energeia in Question 181. Energeia is synonymous with the creative
divine providence (8npuovpyikn mpévowa) or the distribution of gifts (yaplopdtwv
Blavopun) or the donation (8wpek),™® concepts one would not associate with an
impersonal God, but instead indicate a certain transcendent eminence of person-
hood.

Photius uses a variety of terms to describe this sort of ad extra motion of the
Deity. He speaks of aiyAn and dktiva,° of avyr and EMapig,™! of mpdodog,**
terms that clearly go back to Dionysius, whose influence on later theologians,
such as Gregory Palamas,' is indisputable. Speaking of energeia the Patriarch
speaks of ‘a shared area’ of God, differentiated from another area that is not
shared, the divine essence. Through this crucial, in my view, distinction between
essence and energy, Photius offers us a paradoxical metaphysical scheme, which
he inherited from the Cappadocians and Dionysius the Areopagite, and accord-
ing to which God is inaccessible in some respects but nevertheless present in
others. This antinomy, God at once wholly unknownable, yet known and self-giv-
ing, is stated by Basil of Caesarea,** who acknowledged in God another aspect
in some way distinguishable from his essence - his operations in the world. He
considered them neither as substantial intermediaries nor as created entities, be-
lieving that these powers or energies are in no way themselves substances along-
side of God." Moreover, these energies can in no way be revealing of the divine
essence. They lead the beings to an obscure, not to a full knowledge of it as they
form the basis for several notions derived about God, each of which has a name
that is applicable to Him and reveals a distinct aspect about Him. But all these
notions name aspects of God from a human point view. Conceptualizations of

128 Cf. HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above) 114.

129 Cf. Amph. 181 (V 236, 39—41 WESTERINK).

130 Cf. Amph. 190 (V 253,5 WESTERINK).

131 Cf. Amph. 182 (V 239,21 WESTERINK).

132 Cf. Amph. 182 (V 239,11 WESTERINK).

133 Cf. R. SINkKEwICZ (ed.), The One Hundred and Fifty Chapters. Studies and Texts, 83. Toronto
1988, c. 146, p. 252, 20. 22. 25 (4kTig) and c. 65, p. 158, 1; c. 147, 252, 12 (¢A\apeLg). See
also c. 85 and 106, p. 182 and p. 202, 19 (oVGL0MOLOG TIPGOBOG KAl EVEPYELR).

134 See footnote 42.

135 Cf. Adversus Eunomium 1 8, ed. B. SESBOUE. SC, 299. Paris 1982, 194, 22 -25: nQg ouv TO
KaTayEAAoTOV TO SMUoVpYIKOV oboiav eivat Aéyetv; { TO MPOYVWOTIKOV TOAY MOaUTWGS; Kol
amo&am\@g, ndoav Evépyetlav ovoiav TiBeabal;
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God describe God in relation to human beings.*® Basil insists that there is no
initiatory term (Adyog pnvuTng) that can reveal and exhaust the divine mystery.**’

Gregory of Nyssa took up his brother’s outline and moved forward with it.
Gregory stated clearly that the sense (Adyog) of essence and of energy is not
the same.’®® Like his brother, Gregory asserted that the various names ascribed
to God are not contradictory,** since they point to different aspects of God’s cre-
ative activity. They also do not compromise the unity of His nature.’*® According
to Gregory, every name is a limited interpretation of the divine energy, and refers
to what it is conceived to be around the being (10 émbewpovpevov 1@ Gvty),**
circumscribing the thing without revealing its essence. It indicates the property
(mpoadv) of being and explains the way of being (g eivat) of every existing
thing.** Thus the variety of names deriving from God’s activities have no nega-
tive effect on divine simplicity, for they are simply products of human reason
(émivola) trying to find words for the outgoings (mpbodot) of God, not His es-
sence.

Pointing to the non-substantial or personal existence of the divine energies,
Gregory of Nyssa displays interesting parallels with Dionysius the Areopagite.
The Dionysian ‘ipdodol’ are not beings who stand in the middle between the
Deity and creatures somehow constituting an independent ontological order,
but instead are different aspects and modes of acting of the creative power of
God. One could say God is Wisdom-itself, Life-itself, Goodness-itself.*** The
‘being-making processions’ (ovolomolol pdodol), as Dionysius explicitly calls
them in the Divinis Nominibus,'** are the reason why one could make general

136 See M. DELCOGLIANO, Basil of Caesarea’s anti-Eunomian theory of names. Christian theo-
logy and late antique philosophy in the fourth century trinitarian controversy. Supplements to
Vigiliae Christianae, 103. Leiden 2010, 171f.

137 Cf. Ep. 189,8, PG 32, 696B: ovkotv Ao pév Tt éotiv f| ovoia, g obmtw Adyog UnvuTng
€Eeupedn, €tépa 8 TV mepl aUTRV OvopdTwv T onuoocia €€ Evepyelag Twog N GElog
ovopalopévav.

138 Cf. Eun. 1420 (149, 4-5 JAEGER): 0Uk O a0TOG TAG Te ovolag Kal Tiig évepyeiag 0 Adyog. See
also Eun. II 359 (331, 14— 15 JAEGER).

139 Cf. Eun. I 478 (365, 22 —23 JAEGER): 00 YOp pAxeTal Tpog GAANAX TG OVOUGTA ...

140 Cf. Eun. 1353-354 (329, 13- 17 JAEGER): Suvatov eivat moANdg E@appdleadat mpoonyo-
plag KOO TAG TV EVEPYELDV BLAOPAS Kol TRV TIPOG T& EVEPYOVHEVA OXEDLY VI KATA TO UTO-
Kelpevov 1@ vip Tob Beod, 1§ kal O oTTog €i¢ WV &k TAV mokilwy mepl abTod VonpaTwy
Slapopog Enwvupiong Empepiletal.

141 Cf. Eun. Il V/56 (180, 23 — 24 JAEGER).

142 Cf. Eun. 1II V/60 (182, 1213 JAEGER).

143 Cf. E.v. IVANKA, Plato Christianus. Ubernahme und Umgestaltung des Platonismus durch
die Viter. Einsiedeln 1964, 279.

144 See V 2 (181, 7—15 SUCHLA).
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statements about God, not in relation to His essence, but only with reference to
His external activity. Dionysius’s theological position on this issue is the follow-
ing: ‘You will find that what the Scriptures’ writers have to say regarding the di-
vine names refers, in revealing praises, to the beneficent processions (mpog Tag
dyaBovpyovg mpoddoug)’.'** The variety of this activity is the reason why God
could be named simultaneously as nameless (&vwvupog) with respect to His es-
sence, and polynymous (moAvwvupog) because of His manifold theophanies in
beings.!® The extroversion of God in Goodness extends itself relative to the ca-
pacity or incapacity of beings (katd TOV oikeiov Suvapeva Adyov) of grasping
Him.” The notion of analogy seems in this context to be very crucial in Diony-
sius just as it is in Photius."*® God provides us with the ‘gnoseological’ signs (en-
ergies) and in that way enables us to speak of Him from our perspective, i.e.,
from the horizon of being, making statements about Him in proportion to our re-
ceptiveness. On this point the conceptual consistency with the views of Plotinus
are clearly recognizable. Plotinus in Ennead V 5 stated that although the all-tran-
scendent One is ineffable, we should still be allowed to name it to the best of our
ability (or rather inability), according to its meaning for us.'*® It is our inherent
need and desire that impels us to assign predicates to God, yet simultaneously
being conscious of the fact that we are far away from approaching the truth
and have no other means at our disposal except insufficient, constructed
names.”® Thus ‘every ontological predication with respect to the absolute One
results from the transposition of the ability of being to assign accurately predi-
cations to that which, due to its transcendency, surpasses it. The content of every
predication derives not from the absolute One, but from the (level of) Being’.**!

The core of this conceptual connection between Christian thought and Neo-
platonism vis-a-vis the capacity of being to grasp the divine through the intellect

145 Div. Nom. 14 (112, 7-10 SUCHLA).

146 Cf. Div. Nom. 16 (118, 4—119, 9 SUCHLA).

147 Cf. Div. Nom IV 1 (144, 3 SUCHLA). See also ibid. I 2 (110, 13): &valdyotg EAN&peot. See
SCHAFER, Philosophy (see footnote 40 above) 68. With reference to Gregory of Nyssa see above
footnote 111.

148 See lines 58 - 60 in the text of Amph. 180 above (V 234, 64— 66 WESTERINK).

149 Cf. Enn. V 5, 6, 24—25: &A\Q MPELG Tolg npetépatg wdiot drmopodpev 6 TL Xpr Aéyewv, Kol
Aéyopev mepl pntod, kai Ovopdlopev onuaivelv £autoig BéAovteg, (g Suvapeda. See also
HALFWASSEN, Aufstieg (as footnote 13 above), 177.

150 Cf. Enn. VI 2, 17, 2-5: 0 pev dyabdv, &l 10 npdTtov, fiv Aéyopev Ty Tod dyabod @iotv,
kad’ g oVBEV kaTnyopeiTal, GAN’ fipelg ury £xovteg dAwg onpf{vat obTw Aéyopev. Cf. also with
Dionysius, footnote 51.

151 HUBER, Sein (as footnote 33 above) 81. Compare with Photius Amph. 180, lines 71-72:
Ao TOV VOTEPWV TTAPaANPOTivaL.



32 —— Byzantinische Zeitschrift Bd. 107/1, 2014: I. Abteilung DE GRUYTER

could be summed up in the following statement of Dionysius: mavta yap & O¢ia,
Kal 6o APV EKTEPOVTAL TATG HETOXOTG HOVALS YIVWOKETAL. ADTA €, OTOIX ToTE
£0TL Kat& TNV oikelav dpxnv kal (8puotv, Vrep volv £oTt kKal n&oav ovciav Kal
yvwow™? (Everything divine and even everything revealed to us is known only
by way of whatever share of them is granted. Their actual nature, what they
are ultimately in their own source and ground, is beyond all intellect and all
being and all knowledge). The statement above in no way compromises God’s
radical transcedency while simultaneously declaring that God gives out a
share of what is hidden. Both truths resonate with later Byzantine thought,
and especially the work of Gregory Palamas. In his distinction between the di-
vine transcendent being and the uncreated energeia, which is ‘divided indivisibly
(Heptlopevn apepiotwg) according to the image of the sun’s rays that gives
warmth, light, life and manifests itself to the eyes of those who see’,*** we can
detect the broader implications of the connection between Neoplatonism and
middle/late Byzantine thought. According to Palamas ‘the transcendent, su-
preme living, divine and good nature that is neither spoken of, nor conceived,
nor contemplated in any way because it transcends all things and is always ut-
terly inapprehensible and ineffable for all’,*** provides us with tokens (cuven-
pata),” reflections (avydg),® traces (iyvn)™” of its presence that enable us to
form names about it derived from all things, albeit inexactly (katoxpnoTik@®g)
and not in a proper sense (o0 kupiwg).’*® ‘Thus it must be called both substance

152 Div. Nom. 11 7 (131, 5—7 SUCHLA).

153 Cap. 68 (163, 1-5 SINKEWICZ).

154 Cap. 106 (201, 1 - 202,6 SINKEWICZ).

155 Cf. Pro Hesychastis 2,3, ed. ]. MEYENDORFF, Défense des saints hésychastes. Spicilegium
Sacrum Lovaniense, Etudes et documents, 30. Louvain 1973, 64, 18. See also Proclus, Theol. Plat.
11 8, ed. H.D. SAFFREY / L.G. WESTERINK. Paris 1968-97, 57,17 — 20: TG0l YOp £VEOTIEIPEV O TWV
OAwv alTiog TG £auTod MavteNoDg Drepoyiig ouvBnuaTa, kai dia TovTouv TEpt EavTov idpuoe T&
TGVTA, Kol TTAPESTIV APPATWS TIROL &P’ OAWV EENPNHEVOG.

156 Cf. Pro Hesyhastis 3, 2 (3,27 MEYENDORFF). Compare with Photius footnote 130 above.
157 Cf. Cap. 92 (191, 5 Sinkewicz). Compare with Plotinus Enn. 111 8, 11 (Il 376, 19 - 23 HENRY/
ScHWYZER); V 5, 5 (Il 245, 13 — 14 HENRY/SCHWYZER) and Photius, Question 181, (V 235, 19—
21 WESTERINK): GO T@V YVWPIHWV MUV oUPBoAG Tva kal ixvn i &PpnTog Kal AvemvonTog
0e6Tng TG €myvwoews avTg EAGpat Tpovoovpevn, Sid TG Tpladikiig ovk amn&lwoev
£ppaviteadot Oeohoylag.

158 Cf. Cap. 106 (202, 17 — 18 SINKEWICZ). Compare with Plotinus Enn. 119, 1 (33, 5-7 HENRY/
SCHWYZER): 6Tav Aéyopev TO €v, kal OTav AEyopev TAyaBov ... 00 KATyopoDVTOS EKEIVNG SC.
DVoewg 0VBEV; VI 2,17 (43, 2 -5 HENRY/SCHWYZER): TO HEV &yabov, el 10 mpdTov, fv Aéyopev
TV ToD dya®od @ioLY, kad’ g OVBEV KaTyopetTal, GAN TS ur #xovTeg dAAwG onpiivat obTw
Aéyopev. See also V 5, 6 (32, 31-34 HENRY/SCHWYZER); VI 8,13 (39, 4 HENRY/SCHWYZER): A
nelBoig x&ptv; VI 8,13 (39, 48 — 50 HENRY/SCHWYZER): & TIG Tiepl EKelvou sc. ToD £vog Aéywv &
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and nature, but properly the substance-following procession and energy of God,
for the great Dionysius says that this is “the proper way for theology to name the
substance of the One Who truly is.”**®

The statement above makes clear that Palamas acknowledges, in full con-
formity with Neoplatonism, a certain limitation in approaching God’s reality
as a whole. He advances the view that even though a relation of correspondence
exists between what God truly is and what God reveals to us, certain limits
should be drawn when deducting conclusions from the level of being to the
level of that which is beyond being. It is true that there is a connection between
the inner Trinity and his activity ad extra and vice-versa. The flowing forth of the
divine reflects the intra-trinitarian relations, but this does not enable us from our
perspective (of being) to penetrate into the mystery of the divine and consequent-
ly draw conclusions on how he truly exists. Thus in Palamas’s view only the en-
ergeia of God is accessible to the creatures. According to theologians (e.g., Dio-
nysius) it is indivisibly divided, whereas the divine nature remains utterly
indivisible.’*® ‘How then can we draw near to God? By drawing near to his na-
ture? But not one of all created beings possesses or will possess any communion
in, or affinity to, the supreme nature. If then anyone has drawn near to God, he
has surely approached him by means of his energy.*¢*

The fundamental distinction between substance and energy, between God’s
inner being'®? and His movement ad extra is generally accepted by the Christian
writers we have been examining. We can detect traces of it also in Neoplatonism.
This distinction also has an impact on trinitarian theology and, in particular, on
the issue of the procession of the Holy Spirit (i. e., the Filioque). An eventual sol-
ution to this problem lies exactly in establishing the relation of correspondence
between these two levels of ‘being’. The position of modern western theolo-

avaykng évlelfewg Eveka adTOTg xpfital, & dkpiPeiq ovk ey AéyeaBal” AapBavétw 8¢ kal TO
olov €@’ £kdoTOU.

159 Cap. 106 (202, 1821 SINKEWICZ).

160 Cf. Cap. 74 (168, 1-5 SINKEWICZ): mavtoxod Gxwpiotwg Tiig Te Beiag ovaiag kal Oelog
Evépyelag, ywpn TN £0Twv | ToD B0l Evépyela Kal TOIG KTIOTOLG NIV, £Mel Kal pepileTat ApeploTwg
KaTd Tovg BeoAdyoug, TiG Belag PUoEWS AUEPLIOTOV TIAVTATAOL PEVOVONG KaT avtovg. Cf. Div.
Nom. II 11 (136, 16 SUCHLA).

161 Cf. Cap. 78 (174, 15—20 SINKEWICZ): TG ovv Al mAnaiov Tod Bg0d yevapedoy dpa T
@VOoeL TANOLGLoVTEG aUTODY GAN 0OSepiav £xel I} ££eL Kowwviav { £yydTnTa IPOG THY VW TATW
QOO TOV KTIOTOV AMAvTwv oVdE Ev. elmep oV TIg yéyovev mAnoiov Tod Beod T évepyeia
TAVTWG EMAnolacey avTob.

162 We draw once more the reader’s attention to the fact that the word being in reference to
God is used by us inadequally and not strictly. See footnote 157.
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gians'®® passionately defends the possibility of drawing conclusions from the

level of economy to the level of theology (i.e., the inner-trinitarian relations).
They recall Augustine’s teaching that the Holy Spirit proceeds principally (prin-
cipaliter) from the Father, who nevertheless (analogously) in the creation consti-
tuted a common principle with reference to the Spirit together with the Son.'%
Furthermore, according to the same author the sending and the distribution of
the gifts of the Spirit by the Son to the world (Pentecost) gives us a clear indica-
tion that there must be an equivalent relation of origin between Son and Spirit at
the level of the immanent Trinity (cognosci quod ab illo procedat).*®®

The same line of reasoning is to be found also in the writings of the Filioque
supporters in the 13 century who tried to convince their suspicious Byzantine
audience of the compatibility of Filioque with the orthodox Tradition. The ques-
tion raised by them was: ‘If the Holy Spirit exists in no way through the Son and
does not take His being through him, how does it happen that the Spirit shines
forth and is manifested through him, and that through the Son he is provided,
given and sent?’'*® To their mind the eternal manifestation and shining forth
of the Spirit through the Son was identified with his coming-into-being, just as
(analogically) the sun’s rays are brought forth by the sun. From the manifesta-
tion, giving, and sending of the Spirit they conclude the participation of the
Son in his hypostatic procession: ¢ The Holy Spirit is undeniably provided,
given, and sent through the Son, for he takes His being from the Father through
him’.*¢7

163 See the discussion between E. GRAB-SCHMIDT and B. OBERDORFER in Marburger Jahrbuch
fiir Theologie 12 ( 2000).

164 Cf. De Trinitate V/14, 15: tatendum est patrem et filium principium esse spiritus sancti no
duo principia, sed sicut pater et filius unus deus et ad creaturam relatiue unus creator et unus
dominus, sic relatiue ad spiritum sanctum unum principium ... (one should confess that Father
and Son are the principle of the Holy Spirit; not two principles, but, just as Father and Son are
one God and with respect to the creation one creator and one Lord, thus they are also one
(single) principle with respect to the Holy Spirit).

165 Cf. Ibid., IV/20, 29. See also Oberdorfer, Filioque (as in footnote 1 above) 125.

166 Cf. Konstantinos Melitiniotes, Adyot GvtippnTikot 800, ed. M. A. ORPHANOS. Athens 1986, f.
104, (179, 4-7): &l undapds veioTatat 8 viod kol TO elvat 8 aVToD AapBavet TO MVeDpaA TO
Gylov, mag Gidiwg ékAdpmel 81 TovTOL Kal Gvadeikvutal, TPOG 8¢ yopnyettal, didotal Te kal
AmooTéNEeTAL

167 Melitiniotes, ibid. f. 104 (177, 24— 178, 6 ORPHANOS): TaDTA TIPOG TV KATWOEV gipnpuévwv
TOPLOTAVOVTAL TIPOSHAWG TG APELAVIKTG TUYXAVELV GTEXVDG PaviwBoUG aipeécewg: Emeimnep, i pn
0aQOG VTEKEWVTO T& SLoAn@BEvTa, TV 8L Liod Pavepwatv TAVE kal TV EkAappv TpooN KAV
v TV Gidlov, wg otV onuatvovaay SnAovdTt Ty HrapéLy, kal pdAioTta 0 homep £k Tod HAiov
810 TR GKTivog TO MG TPOsPUES TIaPdBeLypa Kai katdhAnAov, &€ v kol TV €ig HpBC xopnyiav
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The movement from economy to the level of theology encountered strong op-
position from Patriarch Gregory of Cyprus, another important Byzantine author
of the 13" century, who dealt with the question of the procession of the Holy Spi-
rit. He argued the distinction between the unapproachable divine essence and
the uncreated, but participatory, energies of God. In his view only the energy
of God and nothing else can be an object of participation. The appeal to his pred-
ecessors, and especially to Dionysius, is striking. If we identify the inner being-
essence of God with his outgoings-energy, then do we not participate and have
communion with that essence? ‘And how then will his word be true, who says
that the Divine can be participated in only through the energies and the mani-
festations?’*®® In this matter Gregory vehemently argued against those who ex-
plained the existence of the creator in such a way that made Him equivalent
to how created things come into existence.’® The way of being of God can in
no way be analogous to the way of being of creatures. There are certain ontolog-
ical limits that cannot be broken. All the above considerations provide a solid
ground for the claim that the crucial distinction between essence and energies,
between an aspect that is totally unknowable and another that is knowable,'”®
and which goes back to the Cappadocian Fathers, is undeniably and firmly main-
tained by Photius, and then through him adopted by the Palamites. This distinc-
tion should be understood in a thoroughly paradoxical way — God is impartica-
ble in His essence but one can participate in His energies. This view is expressed
by Dionysius the Areopagite, Photius, and then Gregory Palamas, which gives us
a clear indication of the connection between Neoplatonism and Eastern Christi-
an Thought. We point once more emphatically to the last abstract of the text from
Amphilochia we have just examined: ‘From what has been said it is clearly pos-
sible to seek for some idea that God exists, and that he is the transcendent One
and Origin beyond Origin, supremely good, the Good as fountain of goodness;
other images and speculations, as was said at the beginning, being able to

Kal 8601V kal drmooTtoAny, éotepéa. AU vioD yap GvavTIppRTWS Yopnyertat kai Sidotat kal &rmo-
oTéNeTaL TO Tvedpa TO dytov, WG 8 avTod mapd Tob TATpOg EXOV THV VIaPELY.

168 De processione Spiritus sancti, PG 142, 289D-290 A, with reference to Div. Nom. 11 7 (131,
5-13 SUCHLA).

169 Ibid. 281C: IIpog 8¢ Taita &ANog pev dv Tig lowg Eoxe otyf] PHoag kol T WTa, | BeTov
Kpivag mpog &vdpag, ol Tod monTod ThG KTicewg DmapEy ka®’ OUOOTNTA TV TOMUETWY TPO-
miohoyodotv. On this issue see TH. ALEXOPOULOS, Die Argumentation des Patriarchen Gregorios II
des Kyprios gegen den Filioqueansatz in der Schrift De processione Spiritus Sancti, BZ 104
(2011) 1-38.

170 Cf. Cap. 82 (180, 16—19 SINKEWICZ): ToD Be0od TO pév éoTv &yvwaTov, fiyouv n ovaia
avtod, TO 8¢ yvwoTdv, flyouv TavTa TA TiEpl TRV ovoiav, TOUTESTWY T AyaBotng, 1 cogia, i
Suvopg ...
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drawn from posterior things, whereby it is possible to gaze upon that unattain-
able and indescribable beauty of the transcendent and supreme Deity ...".

The present study focused its attention on the philosophical and theological
analysis of selected passages from Photius’s Amphilochia trying to detect linguis-
tic and conceptual similarities between Neoplatonism and the so-called Christi-
an Platonism manifested in the Byzantine theology of the 9™ century. More pre-
cisely, the study tried to show if, and to what extent, Neoplatonic elements
manifested themselves in the thought of Patriarch Photius, investigating the
broader implications of this connection on later Byzantine Fathers such as Greg-
ory Palamas. The analysis gives clear evidence that Photius adopted the so-
called Apophatic Theology and Henologie so characteristic of Plotinus and Dio-
nysius. The unanswered problem is the question of how these central elements
of Neoplatonic metaphysics were transmitted to Photius. The likely candidate is
Dionysius, maybe the most influential representative figure of so-called Christian
Platonism. Analysis of the text shows not only conceptual, but also verbal and
stylistic, similarities with the work of the Areopagite. It might have also been
transmitted directly through Photius’s study of Plotinian works, although textual
analysis argues for an indirect knowledge of Plotinian writings via Dionysius.
That is why the article in its title speaks of “echoes.” In order to come to a con-
clusion on this issue, focus should be paid to Photius’s interpretation of Aristo-
telian categories as compared to the thought of Plotinus. Such a study would be
an important contribution to the field of Patristics and could provide us with cru-
cial insight into the question of the relation between Photius and Plotinus. I
would encourage any scholar to undertake this effort.



